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ABSTRACT.
The Title IV Quality Control Project is an evaluation
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Campus-Based programs (consisting of the Supplemental Educational
Opportunity Grant, National Direct Student Loans/Perkins Loans, and
College Work-Study programs), and the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL)
program. This volume of the study report presents the results of
analysis of the level and frequency of error in these programs, both
overall and for each individual program. Analysis pro,:uced
program-wide estimate of error, apportioned the error to its sources
(students and institutions), and traced the error to the student
application or institutional items that caused the error. The study
also focused on the effectiveness of two key efforts to improve
quality in the programs: (1) mandated validation in the Pell program;
and (2) optional institutional validation activities in the Pell,
Campus-Based, and to a limited degree, GSL programs, as well as
voluntary institutional quality or internal control procedures.
Almost 100 tables and eight exhibits illustrate the study findings.
The appendixes are bound separately. Appendix A describes the Title
IV student aid programs and outlines the delivery system. Appendix B
teals with population characteristics, emphasizing distribution of
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sources within each program, while Appendix D analyzes
characteristics tested for association with error. Appendix E
comprises the major portion of the document and colitains 85 tables,
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SUMMARY

Stage Two of h Title IV Quality Control Project is the first

comprehensive evaluation of quality in the Department of Educat

(ED) major student aid programs. As such, the purpose of the study is

to identify, measure, and analyze error during the 1985-86 academic year

in each of the five major Title IV programs, including the Pell Grant

program, the Campus-Based programs (consisting of the Supplemental

Educational Opportunity Grant, National Direct Student Loan - renamed

Perkins Loans by the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act - and

College Work-Heudy programs) and the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL)

program.

A series of quality control studies have been conducted by ED in the

past. However, each focused only on a single progl-am, such as the Pell

Gra_lt Studies, or developed and pilot-tested a methodology for measuring

error in one or more of the programs, which was the purpose of Stage One

of the present study. These prior studies produced data that provide

important reference points for the present study. The Stage Three Pell

Grant Quality Control Study, conducted during 1982-83, permits a

comparison of estimates of error between the 2 years. The Title IV

Stage One pilot provides points for corroboration of the Stage Two error

data.

xii
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This study, like the previous studies, Lses a broad definition of

error. Error, for the purposes of the study, goes beyond liability and

focuses cn quality. The error figures do not imply any deliberate waste

or fraud, nor should they be interpreted as placing blame on either

students or institutions. Instead, the error figures relate the extent

to which Title IV awards deviate from "true" or intended aid. As such,

much of the error is inherent given the error-prone nature of the Title

IV delivery system.

The purpose of the Findings volume is to present the results of our

analysis of the level and frequency of error in respective Title IV

programs. These analyses ploduce program-wide estimates of error,

apportion this error to its sources (students and institutions) and

finally, trace error to the student application or institutional items

that caused the error.

Examining quality in each program requires different definitions and

measures of error due to the uniqueness of each program. For example,

the payment consequences of errors in application or institutional items

in the Pell Grant prog71m can be measured accurately due to the

relatively strict rules that govern the program. The Campus-Based

programs require a different approach due to the different delivery

system and means of assessing need for program funds. Consequently,

16



resulted in $64 million. Prospective items as a group

contributed about $78 million to Pell student error.

Thirty percent of the recipients had institutional errors
which averaged $460 per recipient with error. These errors
resulted in $386 million in program wide error, or 11 percent
of program funds.

Categorical errors, which make students ineligible for Pell
Grants, resulted in $114 million in institutional error.

Errors in determining enrollment status were the most
frequent institutional errors.

Comparison of these data with Pell Stage Three error data in the
1982-83 year indicates a decrease of percentage of program funds
in error from 25 to 21 percent. However, the percentage of

recipients with error was about 50 percent in both years.

Error in the Campus-Based Programs

Several error measures a:e necessary to adequately assess quality in

the Campus-Based programs, as discussed above. This section presents the

findings for need error, awards in excess of need, and distributional

error.

Absolute need error (increases in need added to decreases
in need) occurred in 77 percent of cases and averaged $1,080
per recipient with error. Net need error (increases
offsetting decreases in need) resulted in $504 million in

need overstatemeLts and averaged $509 per recipient with a

need error. Awards in excess of need (cases where best
need fell below award) were present in 22.5 percent of the
cases totaling $265 million. Finally, distributional error
(an estimate of the extent to which need changes translate
into likely changes in award) totaled $574 million and

averaged $649 for the 69.1 percent of recipients with a

distributional error.

Net student need error occurred in 65 percent of the cases
and totaled $403 million, averaging $488 per recipient with
error. Net institutional need error occurred in 32 percent
of the cases and totaled $100 million, averaging $249 per
recipient with error.
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certification amount when best values are used, subject to maximum loan

amounts. However, these estimates do not represent costs to the

government. Costs to the government are estimated by taking into account

loan amounts and government costs per dollar loaned.

Each of these measures is presented in the foslowing sections, and

where appropriate, comparisons are made to prior studies.

Error in the Pell Grant Program

Stage Two analysis produced the following findings concerning error

in the Pell Grant program.

About 54 percent of 1985-86 Pell Grant recipients had errors
which resulted in changes in award averaging $502 per

recipient with error. The frequency of overawards was more
than double that of underawards.

Absolute program-wide payment error (adding ovorawards to

underawards) totalled $763 million, which rel..resents 21

percent of the total program funds awarded that year.

Net program-wide error (overt ,rds offsetting underawards)
totalled $407 million and ave .d $267 per recipient with
error.

Student error occurred more frequently and accounted for more
error than institutional error. About 32 percent of the
recipients had student errors which averaged $486 per

recipient with error. These errors resulted in $439 million
in program-wide payment error or 12 percent of program
funds.

Several individual and group items had significant impacts on
Pell student error. Errors in non-taxable income resulted in
$75 million in net payment error; errors in reporting home
equity (calculated by subtracting home debt from home value)

XV
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error measurement in these programs first requires calculating changes to

need, a measure of a family's ability to pay for education which takes

into account the cost of education and other financial aid available.

Program-wide estimates of need changes are an important but

incomplete measure of quality in the Campus-Based programs since many

institutions do not fully meet need with awards. Thus, two other error

measures are used to translate need changes into award consequences for

the Campus-Based programs. The first is awards in excess of need, a

conservative estimate in which error occurs only when recalculated or

"best" need falls below award and measures error as the differences

between recalculated need and award. Hence, if need falls from $5,000 to

$2,000 and the award was $2,500, this measure considers the error to be

$500, similar to liability as defined by Campus-Based regulations.

Distributional error represents the likely payment consequences of need

changes resulting from repackaging of awards through the use of

institutionally-specified packaging algorithms and original individual

award packages. Reducing errors in the Campus-Based programs will not

result in cost savings to the government since funds distributed

erroneously would presumably be distributed to other eligible students at

the institution.

Error in the GSL program is measured at the point of certification of

a loan(s) by the institution and is defined as the decrease in

xiv



Errors in estimating expected income led to the largest need
errors for individual items. Errors in expected taxable and
non-taxable income each resulted in $114 million in need
error. As a group of items, prospective items resulted in
$319 million in need error.

Institutional error most often occurred due to errors in
factoring Pell awards into Campus-Based need. However,
errors in disbursement, initial overawards, and categorical
errors committed by institutions contributed heavily to

institutional errors. These three items caused $42.8
million, $47.2 million, and $45.0 million, respectively, in

institutional error.

These findings generally corroborate the findings from the
Stage One pilot.

Exhibit 1 is a summi:,:y of error data for the Pell Grant program.

Error in the GSL Program

Following are highli;hts of the findings from Stage Two on

overcertifications in the GSL program.

Approximately 20 percent of the cases had GSL certification
error. These overcertifications accounted for $920 million
program-wide and averaged $1,306. Overcertification will

result in estimated costs to the government ranging from $264
million to $518 million over the life of the loans.

Both students and institutions were prone to committing
errors that caused overcertifications. Student errors
causing overcertifications occurred in 10.6 percent of the

cases and accounted for $494 million program-wide.
Institutional errors were slightly more prevalent in 13.5
percent of the cases, and totaled $587 million program-wide.

Institutional error was most often attributed to errors in
determining EFC. This occurred in 6.2 percent of the cases
and accounted for $260 million program-wide.

xvii
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Because of the requirements of the GSL program (in 1985-86),
students whose adjusted gross income is 330,000 or less are
assumed to have need for a GSL. Therefore, error in these
cases is extremely low. (The Jigher Education Act now
requires need analysis for all GSL recipients.)

These findings indicate that the Stage One pilot generally
underestimated the level of certification error.

These findings, when viewed in conjunction with the findings in the

Pell and Campus-Based programs, suggest patterns of error that are Title

IV-wide. The findings show student and institutional errors to be major

concerns in all of the Title IV programs. In addition, because there

exists a core amount of student and institutional error, these findings

suggest that structural changes in the programs may be required to reduce

error signific:Intly.

Efforts to Improve Quality

In addition to measuring the level of error in each of the Title IV

programs, the study focused on the effectiveness of two key efforts to

improve quality in the programs. We analyzed ED mandated validation
1

1 Throughout this report we use the term "validation" to refer to

activities in the Pell program that are associated with confirming
the value of student-supplied data. In addition, we also use the
term to refer to optional activities of institutions to verify the
data outside the scope of the Pell Grant program. We use the term
validation to avoid confusion since the activities included in this
report occurred in the 1985-86 academic year, prior to recent
regulations that formulated an integrated system.

x ix
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in the Pell program and optional institutional validation activities in

the Pell, Campus-Based, and to a limited degree, GSL programs, as well as

voluntary institutional quality or internal control procedures. The

study data concerning validation indicated the following:

Validation, mandatory and voluntary, occurred for 80 percent
of the Pell Grant recipients.

Students selected for validation by the Pell Processor had
the highest rates of error on their initial applications for
the six data items mandated for validation. Error remaining
in these items after validation was not mitch different for
Pell selected, institution selected, a not selected
students.

Potential payment error per recipient after the students'
first valid SAR transaction was highest for students not
selected for validation.

Despite not targeting well, institutions do a good job of
removing potential error.

Validation in the Campus-Based programs was virtually as

extensive as in Pell, with recipients receiving awards from
multiple programs most likely to be validated. Pell
validated Campus-Based recipients had the lowest error rates.

Validation in the GSL program is relatively rare.

Analysis of institutional quality control procedures and their

effectiveness in controlling institutional error across the Title IV

programs indicated the following:

Pell and Campus-Based recipients attending institutions that
used particular types of quality control procedures
extensively (e.g., sampling) had a significantly lower error
rate than recipients attending institutions with other types
of quality control procedures.

Recipients attending institutions with low or no quality
control procedures had the highest institutional error rates
of recipients at all institutions.

The findings are discussed in detail the following chapters.

X X
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the framework within which the analyses

associated with Stage Two of the Title IV Quality Control (QC) project

were conducted. In this chapter we discuss student aid programs and ED's

quality control efforts, present a summary of the Title IV QC Project,

discuss the limitations of the study, and relate thiL volume to the other

volumes of the Final Report.

1.1 STUDENT AID PROGRAI1S AND QUALITY CONTROL

Five major Federal programs of financial assistance to postsecondary

students have evolved from legislation of the 1960s and early 1970s.

Collectively, these five programs are known as the "Title IV" programs,

after Title IV of the Higher Education Act which, as amended, provides

the legislative authority for them. The five major Title IV programs can

be divided into three groups: the Pell Grant program, the Campus-Based

programs, and the Guaranteed Student Loan (GEL) program. These programs

are profiled in the following paragraphs. For a more complete discussion

of the programs see Appendix A, which is bound under separate cover from

this document.

The Pell Grant (formerly BEOG) program is an entitlemunt program for

undergraduate students, designed to be the foundation upon which all

other Federal, state, and private aid builds. The Pell Grant program was

implemented in academic year 1973-74. Eligibility for the program is

determined through a nationally uniform financial eligibility test,

1-1
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called the Family Contribution Schedule, developed by ED and approved by

Congress every year. Usually, institutions disburse the funds directly

to students based upon a payment schedule developed by ED. Currently,

awards range from $200 to $2,100 for full-time students. Awards are

reduced proportionately for part-time students.

Each of the three Campus-Based programs (National Direct Student

Loans, College Work-Study, and Supplemental Education Opportunity Grants)

is administered by participating postsecondary institutions. Each

participacing institution applies annually for funds in the subsequent

year, and reports prior year activity on the "Fiscal Operations Report

and Application to Participate in Federel Student Financial Aid Programs"

(FISAP). Individual institutions are free within the regulations to

establish the parameters within which the Campus-Based aid is awarded.

Financial aid administrators at these institutions award Campus-Based

funds in conjunction with other programs to meet student need as

determined by an ED-approved need analysis procedure, most often the

Uniform Methodology.

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) provides the most financial

assistance to postsecondary students of all Title IV programs. It makes

available to students attending eligible postsecondary institutions loan

funds with which to meet educational expenses. The program uses capital

provided through private sector banks, savings and loan associations,

credit unions, and educational and other financial entities. The Federal

government subsidizes these loans through "special allowances" to lenders



in order to increase lender yields to provide a more equitable return.

In addition, the government pays the full interest on borrowed amounts

when students are in school, in a "grace period," or during periods of

deferment.

These TIne IV programs have grown over time, both in the number of

recipients participating in the programs as well as in the amount of aid

delivered through the programs. Exhibit 1-1 summarizes the growth in the

programs between 1982-83 and 1985-86. As demonstrated in Exhibit 1-1,

the GSL program is the largest of the Title IV programs with 3.8 million

loans made for the 1985-86 academic year constituting $0.8 billion in

loans. This represents an increase of approximately 1 million loans and

$2.6 billion in total loans from 1982-83. In contrast, the Pell program

has 2.7 million recipients with $3.6 billion distributed, which indicates

an increase of $1.2 billion in funds distributed and 100,000 more

recipients. The Campus-Based programs have 2.4 million recipients

(duplicated) and $1.9 billion delivered, an increase of $300,000 dollars

in aid delivered and an increase of 400,000 recipients
1

.

In addition to being large, aspects of the Title IV programs are very

complex. Each of the three Title IV programs uses a separate need

analysis system and a srnarate system to deliver aid to students. In

1
These figures were obtained from Departmental sources including data

from the 1984-85 "Program Book" and estimates from the Division of Policy

and Program Derelopment.
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addition, while the Pell program has P single set of application data and

corresponding formula that all applicants use, both the Campus-Based and

GSL programs have multiple types of applications and formulae which are a

likely source of complexity in processing and delivering aid.

Furthermore, in the GSL program there are many lenders and guarantee

agencies that are involved in the process of making loans to students.

However, ED has made attempts in the recent past to decrease the

complexity of the delivery systems used for the Title IV programs. These

attempts have included the Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act

and the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (COBRA).

Quality control has emerged as a fundamental concern in all

entitlement and transfer programs government-wide (e.g. in the Food

Stamp, AFDC, and Medicaid programs), especially in Federal student aid.

ED has been concerned with quality in the delivery of Federal student

financial aid for some time. In 1977 the Office of Education's Bureau of

Student Financial Assistance was reorganized along functional lines and

included, for the first time, an organizational unit dedicated to

improving quality in the delivery of student aid, the Division of Quality

Assurance (DQA). Over nearly a decade an established quality program has

emerged within ED.

ED's quality program for delivery of student financial aid has five

overarching objectives that affect the direction and focus of its related

activities. These objectives are:

Develop procedures to define quality in the Title IV programs

1-5
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Identify, measure, and evaluate deviations from quality (the
occu

Determine the causes and factors affecting major errors

Identify, analyze, and implement corrective actions

Monitor the effects of corrective actions on quality.

In the last decade, considerable progress has been made in increasing

awareness throughout ED of the consequences of a lack of quality in

Federal programs and in expanding its quality program. As a result,

several steps have been taken to ensure that student aid is being

delivered in an efficient and equitable fashion, including:

Inclusion and monitoring of quality control requirements in

each ED contract involving the dalivery of student aid

Conduct of several studies of program administration by the
Department of Education

Introduction of error-prone modeling techniques for the
selection of Pell Grant r;:cipients for institutional
validation and development of comprehensive edits of
application data

Matches of application data wiLh other Federal sources of
financial information

Extension of the validation requirements to include the
Campus-Based and GSL programs and continued training
opportunities for institutional financial .aid and fiscal
personnel

Development of policy initiatives to expand quality control
at the institution level.

As briefly mentioned above, the Department has conducted a series of

studies that have measured and analyzed the error in the Title IV

programs. These quality control studies have included: the Pell Grant

Quality Control Contract, Stage Three of which measured error in the Pell

program for the 1982-83 academic year; Stage One of the Title IV Quality

1-6
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Contr..1 Contract, which measured error in the Pell program and tested a

methodology to measure error in the Campus-Based and GSL programs for the

1983-84 academic year; and the current st,Tly -- Stage Two of the Title IV

Contract, which constitutes the first integrated study to measure error

in the Pell, Campus-Based, and GSL programs. The Stage Two data base

will allow important interactive analyses to be conducted.

In another attempt to improve the quality in student financial aid,

starting in 1979 the Department instituted pre-award validation

requirements to be conducted by the institutions participating in the

Title IV programs. (Prior to this initiative, a limited number of aid

applicants were validated by the Department - a process which took place

after award and proved to be unsuccessful.) Since its inception, this

institution level validation has grown in several ways:

An increase in the number of applicants chosen for validation

An increase in the number of data items to be verified

Information obtained via Pell validation must be used in
determining Campus-Based and GSL aid.

For 1986-87, the Pell validation program was re-named "integrated

verification" and expanded to include Campus-Based and GSL programs. The

effectiveness of this mandated integration can only be measured through

future quality control studies.

Coupled with the mandated validation requirements, institutions have

also implemented their own verification programs. Institutions not only

1-7
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validate those applicants flagged for validation, they voluntarily choose

to verify additional data items and/or an increased number of students

and/or applicants from all three Title IV programs. Institutions have

developed such programs in an effort co increase the quality in the

programs and distribute financial aid in a more equitable manner.

In addition to the quality control efforts initiated by both the

institutions and ED, the Department is also currently conducting a pilot

project to assess the feasibility of developing and implementing a

quality control system for the financial aid programs at the

institutional level. This project is called the Institutional Quality

Control Pilot Project and was developed as a corrective action to

findings in previous QC studies, which demonstrated that schools with a

comprehensive quality control system were associated with lower rates of

error. This Pilot constitutes a "partnership" approach to quality

control in that institutions voluntarily participate in a joint effort

with the Department to i.prove the student financial aid delivery process.

Through the growth and maturation of the Title IV programs quality

hAs become an increasing concern, and will continue to be a concern of

all those involved including Congress, ED, institutions, and students.

The delivery systems are complex in nature and contain many aspects that

are inherent obstacles to quality including some data items used by the

system to determine awards. The trend in error rates has shown that

error is significant in the Title IV programs. Thus, in order to improve

1-8
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the quality of the programs, the parties involved face the dilemma of

accepting the status quo or restructuring aspects of the program in order

to reduce error. In spite of these obstacles, all parties have an

interest in ensuring that the quality in the programs is high and

improves.

Institutions have become increasingly dependent on the availability

of financial aid for their students. Federal student aid today

represents a major subsidy for American colleges and universities.

Federal funds represent approximately 76 percent of all student aid ful

(Federal, State and institutional).
2

By ensuring that their students

are awarded the correct amount of financial aid, neither more nor less

than the amount to which they are entitled, institutions reduce their

exposure to liability. Furthermore, the Department needs to assure

Congress that Federal funds are being delivered accurately and as

intended.

All of these factors: the growth and complexity of the Title IV

programs, previous activities the Department has undertaken to assess and

improve quality, and the interest that all parties share in ensuring the

quality of the programs combine to underscore the need to focus on

quality in the Title IV programs. It is within this context that the

2
Derived from data compiled from The College Board, Trends in Student

Aid: 1980-86, 1986, using revised estimates for 1985-86.

1-9

3

WpieK



current study seeks to measure t'.) quality of the Title IV programs,

compare these results to previous studies where applicable, and confirm

data from previous studies where only preliminary or experimental data

exist.

1.2 TITLE IV QUALITY CONTROL PROJECT SUMMARY

In January 1984, the Office of Student Financial Assistance (OSFA) of

the U.S. Department of Education (ED) contracted with Advanced

Technology, Inc., of Reston, Virginia, to conduct a two-stage study of

the five principal student aid programs funded under Title IV of the

Higher Education Act. Advanced Technology engaged Westat, Inc., of

Rockville, Maryland, to perform field work and provide technical

assistance in special areas such as sample design.

This Title IV Quality Control Project has five overarching objectives

that are derived from quality control methodology and are identical to

the objectives of ED's quality program. These objectives also form the

basic components of the project itself. While these objectives are

common to both stages of the project, relative priorities had to be

established.

Stage One of the Title IV Quality Control Project, conducted during

1984, was designed as a "pilot study." The pilot study was restricted to

the Campus-Based and GSL programs since three field studies of the Pell

Grant program had already been done.

1-10
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Stage One had two primary objectives: 1) to make a preliminary

assessment of quality in delivery of Campus-Based aid and certification

by institutions of student eligibility for GSL's, and 2) to test and

refine the methodology for defining and measuring error in the

Campus-Based programs and the GSL certification process. Both the

preliminary error estimates and the lessons learned from the

methodological trial in Stage One were used in the design of Stage Two.

"An Integrated Study," w?,ich added the Pell Grant program to the programs

examined in Stage One, and thus includes all the Title IV programs.

Stage *No of the Title IV Quality Control Project has four primary

objectives based on the findings from Pell and Stage One. They are:

To determine whether the level and patterns of error persist
in the Title IV programs and assess any interactive effects

To assess the effects of prior ED corrective action
initiatives

To measure structural error (i.e., error not amenable to

corrective actions)

To describe the effects of proposed major corrective actions
on improving duality in the delivery of Federal student aid.

Stage TWo provided an opportunity to monitor the effects of corrective

actions already in place or recently added to any of the programs as a

result of recommended corrective actions from Stage One or the earlier

Pell, Stage Three Study.

As already noted, the study methodology had been used three times for

the Pell Grant program. While the Pell Grant and other Title IV programs

have strong similarities, the Campus-Based and GSL programs present

34



unique challenges for error measurement. Attempting to measure error in

the Campus-Based and GSL progr.ms requires a sophisticated methodology

that can accommodate 1) interaction of three Campus-Based programs,

2) institutional discretion in adjusting need analysis data and the

expected family contribution (EFC) on an individual basis, and

3) institutional discretion in awarding and pack%ging aid. In addition,

the methodology must be sensitive to the difficulty of assessing the

payment consequences of certain types of errors.

The methodology employed in Stage One and Stage Two addresses the

unique characteristics of the Campus-Based and GSL programs and their

administration. Several error definitions are used, and error is

calculated with types of errors either included in or excluded from each

definition. These error measures and definitions are discussed in the

following chapter.

The research methodology is essentially the same in Stage Two as it

was in Stage One and Pell Stage Three, having the following basic

components:

Specification of the delivery system and its error points

Identification of the types and sources of available data

4 Definition of program error

Identification of potential causes and their relationship to
error

Identification of corrective actions and ana]yses of likely
benefits and costs

Determination, collection, and processing of the required data

Analysis and reporting of results.

1-12
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1.3 LIMITATIONS OF STunv nitcTnN "in ImT121121^"I'Y

The study design and methodology employed in Stage Two of the Title

IV Quality Control Project has been thoroughly tested and has proved to

be both efficient and effective in producing significant data concerning

quality in the various Title IV student aid programs for policy making

purposes. Tbe methodology produces the most robust results at the

program-wide level. However, the design necessary to produce these

results, coupled with the data collection and sample size restrictions

imposed by cost considerations, present nmitations that must be

explicitly stated in presenting the study methodology.

The Title IV Quality Control Project's primary objectives relate to

measuring error and identifying and assessing the likely effects of

corrective actions. The first objective, concerned with measuring error,

is a prerequisite to the remaining objectives (which focus on corrective

actions) and thus drives the study design. A design that maximizes the

ability to measure and decom7?ose error necessarily focuses on the

numerous potential error points in the delivery system. Consequently,

the greatest portion of data collection resources are dedicated to

obtaining student application and institutional data related to the

delivery system error points. Student record abstraction, interviews,

and obtaining data from banks, Federal agencies and other sources

constituted data collection. Fundamentally, the study methodology
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becomes .-orrohori."ve: the data collection seeks to obtain data from

alternative, more reliable sources in order to confirm the validity of

the data originally used to award aid.

The necessary dominance of error measurement in the study design has

important implications for the ability to identify and assess the likely

effects of particular corrective actions to reduce error. The first

implication limits the identification of corrective actions for analysis

to practices that exist at institutions. Second, given realistic

resource constraints, data collection focused on institutional practices

and characteristics limited to a small set of data that are hypothekized

to relate to variation in error. Actively searching for other practices

and characteristics would require different methodologies such as case

study and process assessment techniques. In addition, no cost data are

available for corrective actions, since this would also require different

data collection techniques. Third, the sampling requirements for a

national error study necessitate sampling a large number of institutions

with a relatively small number of students at each. For these reasons,

this sampling design maximizes the precision of program-wide error

estimates.

Two other factors pose limitations for the study results. The data

themselves pose important limitations for both characteristics associated

with error and identification of corrective actions. The relative

frequency and variation of certain types of error - particularly

institutional error - makes meaningful analysis very difficult in many
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instances. For example, the occurrence of individual errors mav be

relatively infrequent, despite the magnitude of the payment consequences,

and therefore not yield an adequate number of observations for analysis.

In addition, error may not vary adequately across independent variables

(e.g., institutional practices) to produce conclusions concerning the

relationship between the dependent and independent variables.

Frequently, error may be varying by other variables, for which we are

unable to control due to the data collection focus.

Lastly, the sample rize poses a limitation for analysis. A sample of

approximately 300 institutions and 3 000 students will yield error

estimates at the program-wide level that are sound for policy making

purposes. However, precision of error estimates at this sample size (a

function of cost) drops as error is decomposed into sources and

especially individual errors. The combination of the relative

infrequency of certain individual errors and the implication of the

overall sample size at this level effectively limits the analyses that

can be conducted.

Despite these limitations, the design methodology effectively

produces robust, important policy making data concerning quality in the

Title IV student aid programs and powerful data concerning corrective

action initiatives at high levels of aggregation.

1-15
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1.4 PRESENTATION OF STUDY RESULTS

The final report on Stage Two of the Title IV Quality Control Project

consists of this report, a separately bound Appendix, plus two other

numbered volumes and an executive summary. The executive summary

includes material from all three numbered volumes.

In this report, Volume I, Findings, we present the principal findings

regarding the level and sources of error and the most significant

individual errors and groups of error in the Pell and Campus-Based

programs and the GSL certification process. The analysis in this volume

includes institutional and student characteristics that are associated

with error. Results of analyses focusing on quality improvement efforts

are also presented.

Volume II, Corrective Actions, is based on Volume I. In it we

recommend those corrective actions which appear to be most promising in

reducing the amount of error in the various programs.

Volume III, Procedures and Methods, presents the methodology used in

conducting the study, including sampling, data collection and data

processing, and the level of nonresponse and estimates of variance and

their effects on the sample.

1-16
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2.0

ISSUES IN DEFINING AND MEASURING ERROR

Our approach to measuring error in Stage Two first donned error as

the difference between need, certification, or award calculated using

data reportcd by the student and/or used by the institution (baseline

data) and the need, certification, or award calculated using "best value"

data. "Best values" are data obtained during the course of data

collection. The best value data are considered the most accurate and

reliable data available. Our methodology was designed to calculate error

by collecting data from students, parents, institutions, and itxternal

sources to confirm the values institutions used in calculating need and

award. In the absence of such confirmatory data, for any given item, the

value reported by the student was accepted and considered the best

value. This chapter presents our approach and discusses issues inherent

in the process of defining and measuring error.

2.1 ISSUES IN DEFINING ERROR

When developing error definitions for Stage Two, it was important to

focus on the objectives of the current study and place these in the

context of previous studies. TWo critical issues that affected our error

definitions included the fact that the Stage Twc study is an integrated

study measuring error in the Pell, Campus-Based, and GSL programs and the

fact that previous studies have used broad definitions of error. These

issues and their implications for this study are discussed in the

following sections.

2-1
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2.1.1 Differences from Previous Studies Involving Comparisons Across the

aaual, AV VAVV&OMOM

Stage 'No is different from prior QC studies in that it measures

errors in all five Title IV programs (Pell, the three Campus-Based

programs, and GSL). Differences among the programs require the use of

different error measures and avoidance of comparisons of data across

programs. For example, it is inappropriate to compare program-wide

payment error in the Pell Grant program with need error in the

Campus-Based programs, since the former has direct budgetary effects to

the Federal government, while the latter does not.

2.1.2 Liability Versus Quality

Previous quality control studies have evaluated the broad delivery

process, including in error definitions discrepancies that are not

strictly regulatory violations. The goals of the studies have been to

evaluate deviation from the intent of various aspects of the deiivery

system. For example, the studies have explored whether estimated or

prospective applicant data are accurate ptedictors in an attempt to

evaluate the effects of such data on the distribution of program funds to

students.

In Stage Two we continue to distinguish between liability according

to program regulations and the measurement and analysis of error that

will accurately reflect deviation from quality in the delivery of Title

IV funds. Our study design focuses errors having significant impacts



oa program quality, and par"- larly those errors which prior studies

have indicated occur relatively frequently.

This is consistent with the study objectives, stated in Chapter 1,

which encompass the determination of error in the Title IV programs,

patterns of error across the programs, and the effects of prior and

potential corrective actions. These objectives require an approach to

error measurement that focuses on the broad functions of the delivery

system and the achievement of program intent. Liability, as a narrower

approach to error measurement, is an important cubsidiary concept in

error measurement, but does not constitute a comprehensive reflection of

deviation from quality in the Title IV programs. Furthermore, looking

only at liability could mask systemic problems, which often are the

source of unintended but significant variances in awards, that result in

wasteful expenditure of scarce tax and institutional dollars.

2.2 MEASUREMENT OF ERROR

Developing measures of error for the Stage Two study required

establishing a conceptual framework within which we measured errors and

then desig-ing error measures consistent with this conceptual framework.

In part, the framework is defined by the programs for which each error

measure is established. The following sections discuss the conceptual

framework and measures used in the Stage Two study.

2-3
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2.2.1 Conceptual Framework of Error Measures

Measurement of error in the Pell, Campus-Based, and GSL programs

requires the use of several conceptually distinct error definitions due

to the unique characteristics of each program. For example, a change in

a reported data element has a known effect on the applicant's Student Aid

Index (SAI) and Pell Grant award at a given enrollment status and cost of

attendance. Thus, such changes, and therefore error, can be modeled

precisely because Pell is a formula-driven entitlement program.

The characteristics of the Campus-Based programs require a distinct

and different approach to conceptualizing and measuring error. Although

need analysis (e.g., Family Contribution Schedule and need analysis

service formulae) performs a function much like the Pell formula, the

resulting Expected Family Contribution (EFC) does not determine an award,

but rather is used by institutions as an input to discretionary packaging

algorithms (formal or informal) to meet a portion of need with a grant,

loan, and/or work. Thus, the effect that changes in student reported

data will have on awards can only be lstimated.

Changes in Campus-Based need is a necessary intermediate .1tep and an

important measure of the impact of student data and other errors in the

programs. However, because of the intervention of Institutional

discretion, it cannot be used as a proxy for changes in awards, since

need changes often do not result in dollar for dollar changes in awards.

The regulatory definition of error, defined as awards made in excess of

need, is not an entirely satisfactory measure since it underestimates the

2-4



likely impact of need changes because few institutions meet full need.

Thus, an additional error definition must be used in assessing quality in

the Campus-Based programs, i.e., distributional error. This measure uses

packaging algorithms that are developed from actual institutional

policies and constraints to repackage Campus-Based awards for students

with need changes. This measure has the effect of simulating what

institutions would have awarded had best values been available when aid

was originally awarded and more closely estimates the impact of errors in

the Campus-Based programs. 4

Measurement of error in the GSL program presents other methodological

problems. Institutions, one of the major foci of the study, play a

limited role in the program, i.e., certifying the amount for which a

student is eligible. Program limits, students who apply for less than

the maximum amount, and lenders and guarantee agencies jointly determine

the actual loan amount. Often, institutions may not know the exact loan

amount, or if the student even completed the loan process and received a

loan. Therefore, this study's focus is only on error in the

certification process.

2.2.2 Measures of error

Five different aggregate error measures are required for thc three

programs. Programmatic and measurement differences make it impossible to

compare these error measures since identical errors translate into
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payment consequences at different rates in each of the programs. These

error measures are as follows:

Pell program-wide payment error is a measure of differences

between actual awards generated from reported data and best

awards using best data. This is a measure of deviation from

quality in the program.

Campus-Baseel need error is a measure of the impact of

student reporting error and certain institutional errors in

Campus-Based need. This is cmputed by comparing reported
need used by institutions to package awards with best need
calculated using best values. Need is simply the difference

between cost of attendance, and the sum of family

contribution and other aid received.

Campus-Based awards in excess of need is a measure that
approximates the regulatory concept of error in that only
those need changes that cause need to fall below award are

considered in error.

Campus-Based distributional error is a measure that more

closely approximates the likely payment consequences of

errors since all need changes are repackaged to simulate

institutional packaging. (Exhibit 2-1 summarizes the

differences in the the three types of Campus-Based error.)

Guaranteed Student Loan certification error is a measure of

the aggregate change in certifications when best cost of

attendance, family contribution, and other aid are

substituted for reported data. Certifications are capped at

the 1985-86 program limits of $2,500 for undergraduates and

$5,000 for graduate students.

The error measures are decomposed into three types of error: student

reporting error, institutional error, and overall error. The definitions

are as follows:

Student reporting error is the result of recipients

providing inaccurate data at the time of application and

subsequent to it. This decomposition is silent on whether

the errol: was conscious or inadvertent or whether it was true

at the time of application and subsequently changed.

Institutional error is the result of institutions using

incorrect data or using reported data incorrectly in

awarding, processing, or disbursing aid and includes errors

2-6
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42,1,

that affect student need, "categorical" eligibility,
disbursements, and required procedures (mostly collection of
documentation).

Overall error is the total result of incorrect student
reporting and institutional errors in handling data,

categorical errors, or procedural errors.

2.3 ERROR CALCULATICei

Combining the five error measures with the three types of error

results in 15 major errors which needed to be calculated. These

calculations are as follows:

Pell

-- Overall: The amount by which the award disbursed
differed from the award that should have
been disbursed. It measures deviation from
quality in the program and is equal to the
Actual Pell Award minus the Best Pell Award.

-- Institutional: The amount by which the award disbursed
differed from the award that should have
been disbursed if no institutional mistakes
were committed. It equals the Actual Pell
Award minus the Best Institution Pell Award.

- - Student: The impact of recipients providing
inaccurate data at the time of application
or subsequent to it. It equals the Best
Institution Pell Award minus the Best Pell
Award.

Campus-Based Need Error

-- Overall: Need used by institution minus best need
using best eligibility status, best EFC,

best cost of attendance, and best Pell

award and other aid (including GSL if

packaged before Campus-Based).

- - Institutional: Need used by institution minus the best
institutional need calculated using best

2-8

47



-- Student:

eligibility status, EFC computed using
reported application values, best cost of
attendance, best institutional Pell and
other aid (including GSL if packaged before
Campus-Based).

Difference between best institutnal need
and best need which measures the impact of
student errors in EFC holding institutional
parameters constant at best values.

Campus-Based Awards in Excess of Need

-- Overall: Difference between amount awarded and best
need if best need falls below amount
awarded.

-- Institutional: Difference between amount awarded and best
institutional need if best institutional
need falls below amount awarded.

-- Student: Difference between amount awarded and best
student need if best student need falls
below amount awarded Best student need,
measures the impact of students
misreporting EFC on the level of need.

Best student need is calculated by adding
student need error to the higher of the

level of need at which the student was or
should have been packaged.

Campus-Based Distributional Error

-- Overall: Difference between actual award and the

Award repackaged using all best values
applied to best need.

-- Institutional: Difference between actual award and the

award repackaged using reported student
values and best institutional values
applied to best institutional need.

-- Student: Difference between actual award and the

repackaged award using best student values
and reported institutional values applied
to best student need.

GSL Certification Error (all errors are capped at program
limits)

-- Overall: Amount of actual certification that exceeds
the best certification computed using best

2-9
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EFC, best eligibility status, best cost of
attendance, best Pell award, and best other

aid (including Cump,s-Based if packaged

before GSL).

-- Institutional: Amount of actual certification that exceeds

the best institutional certification

calculated using reported EFC and best

eligibility status, best cost of

attendance, best intitutional Pell, and

best other aid (including Campus-Based if
packaged before GSL).

-- Student: Amount of actual certification that exceeds
the best student certification. Best

student certificatioa measures the impact

of student misreporting of items comprising
EFC on the level of certification. Best

student certification is calculated by

adding student need error to the higher of
the level of need at which the student was
or should have been certified, and then

applying the relevant program limits.

A $50 tolerance was used for all errors.

2.4 ISSUES IN MEASUREMENT

When measuring and calculating error, several issues arise concerning

what is defined as an error and what is not. These issues include: the

discretion institutions have in certain areas of the Title IV programs

and how this discretion is reflected in selecting best values:

determining other aid, including estimating Pell Grants and establishing

GSL resources; and determining the amount of Campus-Based distributional

error. The following sections discuss each of these issues in detail.

2.4.2 Institutional Discretion and Best Value Selection

Institutions have discretion in certain areas of the Title IV

programs. The discretion institutions have allows them to adjust values
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used for certain data items or the EFC in the Campus-Based and GSL

programs. Institutions have the discretion to make these adjustments

when the actual value of the items does not accurately reflect a

student's situation. This discretion is accounted for in the process

used to select best values. In addition to allowing for institutional

discretion, selecting best values contains many other aspects that make

it a complex process. Tbe following sections discuss, respectively, the

process of selecting best values, Institutional discretion in adjusting

individual data items, and institutional discretion in adjusting the EFC.

Complexity of Best Value Selection

The multiple data sources used in the study mean that many different

values may emerge during the course of checking on application values of

students and parents. If these values are consistent, best value

selection is a simple matter. If these values differ, however, a method

is required to determine the best value. The best value is the one that

is documented and comes from the most reliable source. This is

determined by merging the data from the various sources and selecting the

best value using a SAS program designed for that purpose. The program is

designed to select a value from a hierarchy of sources. Because the

program selects the most reliable source, it selects the "best" or most

reliable value available. In all cases, however, the program accepts the

value reported by the applicant if more reliable data are not available.

For example, in order to document the income of a dependent student's

parent(s), the highest level of documentation is a copy of the

parent's(s') 1040 from the IRS. If the 1040 from the IRS is not present,
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then a variety of other sources are acceptable as documentation. T f

documentation is available, the program will use the reported value of

the parent's(s') income.

The best value selection programs are tailored to Ole dependency

status of the student and the data sources and items relevant to each

dependency status. The first best value selection programs run are for

student marital status and the six variables needed to determine

dependency status. All other best value selections are specifically

designed for either dependent students, independent students, or parents

of dependent students and are run as indicated by the best dependency

status.

Item Adjustment

In the Campus-Based and GSL programs, institutions are allowed to

adjust application items to fit unique circumstances. When an

institution uses its discretion to adjust or change application items,

the institutionally-used value is the best value if, as the regulations

require, the adjustment is explained or documented in the student's

file. Thus, the item discrepancy, a factor in student need error, is

zero and any other documented values obtained during the data collection

are overridden. If the adjustment is not explained, we consider this

omission an institution error that affects the determination of need.

The institution error is the difference between the best value and the

unexplained value, rather than the value reported by the student. The

student error is the difference between the best value and the student
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reported value. This is only for unexplained adjustments. there is no

scudent or institution error if adjustment is explained.

In the Pell program, application items can only be adjusted through

the filing of a special zondition application. This application is used

by recipients whose existing circumstances are not accurately reflected

by the data on the standard application. For special condition filers,

the treatment of data values mirrors that used in the Campus-Based and

GSL programs for institution adjustments. The best value is set to the

reported value eliminating the possibility of incorrectly assessing

errors for that item. There are no student errors for special condition

filers.

EFC Adjustment

Institutions may make two types discretionary decisions which affect the

EFC of their students. Institutions can adjust the EFC, or any of its

component items on a student-by-student basis, or may select processing

options (e.g. 9 vs. 12 month budget) which affect all students at their

institutions. A review of the Student Record Abstract (SRA) data on EFC

has revealed these practices to be widespread. If we could not replicate

the EFC calculated by the institution, the discrepancy could have

occurred for the two reasons mentioned above, either because the

institution adjusted the student's EFC, or because the details on options

specified to the need analysis service are not available from the SRA.
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In order to more properly assess the change in EFC which results from

student error in the detailed application items or EFC components, we

calculated best EFC as the sum of the reported EFC and the difference

between two calculated EFC values. The first EFC value was calculated

using all best values (treating explained adjustments as best values).

The second EFC value was calculated using all reported values. It was

necessary to calculate best EFC in this manner to account for student

error but allow for institutional discretion in adjusting EFC or its

components. Thus,

Best EFC = ((EFC calculated using best values)

- (EFC calculated using reported values))

+ EFC used by institution

The following example should clarify this procedure. An AGI error

exists such that EFC calculated using all best values equals $5,000,

while EFC calculated using reported values equals $4,500. Thus, the AGI

error leads to a need error of $500. While the EFC calculated using

reported values equals $4,500, the EFC value uaed and reported by the

institution equals $3,000. For study purposes, the best EFC would then

be equal 1-61 $3,500 = (($5,000) - ($4,500)) + $3,000.

We used the same need analysis system used by the inst'tution for the

nearly 94 percent of the cases in which the need analysis system used wLs

CSS, ACT, Pell FC, or SAI. For the remaining cases, we used the next

closest need analysis system, which, in most cases, yields an EFC within

$10 of the EFC generated using the less frequently used system.
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2.4.2 Pell Grants, Other Known Aid, GSL Resource, and Campus-Based Aid

In 41'ermining the best Campus-Based award and GSL certification we

always use the Pell Grant determined using the best Pell values. This i

because Pell is required to be taken into account at the time of

Campus-Based packaging or GSL certification and any changes in Pell could

significantly affect the remaining need. Best Pell is used in the

Campus-Based and GSL error calculations whether cr not the student

received a Pell avard. Pell is required to be counted as a resource by

schools whether accepted or not. (See 34 CFR 674.14(d), 675.14(d),

676.14(d), and USDE Dear Colleague letter #G-86-79 April 1986, p. 4.)

For other known aid, howlIver, the amount reported was used in best

award computation. This is be':ause other known aid consists of non-Title

IV aid z)r which we have no means tc calculate what changes, if an".

would be made as a result of changes in application values. Another aid

error can occur, however, if an institution fails to include the amount

reported in calculating need or certification.

If Campus-Based aid is packaged after GSL (this determination is made

based on questions in the SRA and the timing of award amounts), then the

best value of the GSL resource is considered in determining Campus-Based

need. We will assume that a GSL is first used to offset the family

contribution to the extent possible and that only the amount remaining is

considered as a resource for Campus-Based award. The "best" GSL resource

iE the minimum of the GSL award actually received by the student and the

determination of "best" GSL need for that student; for students with
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AGI's under $30,000, the best EFC is subtracted from this amount to

arrive at the best GSL resource Defining best GSL resource in this

manner avoids double counting of the error associated with a given case

and prioritizes the aid in the same manner used by the institution.

If GSL is awarded after Campus-Based aid is packaged, then the best

value for Campus-Based aid should be subtracted from cost in determining

need for the GSL program. Best Campus-Based resource equals the minimum

of the amount of Campus-Based aid awarded and best Campus-Based need.

This prevents capturing in GSL certification error an error already

attributed to the Campus-Based programs.

2.4.3 Campus-Based Distributional Error Calculation

As we have already indicated, for distributional error we estimated

the payment consequences of all need changes, not only those that fall

below award. These payment consequences measure the anticipated

redistribution of funds if packaging guidelines used by the institution

were followed for best need. We used two types of measures in our

formula for the calculation of payment error. First, we looked at the

initial proportion of total aid represented by each of the Campus-Based

programs for each student. We retained these proportions in our

repackaging of aid. Second, we included several questions in the IQ to

allow us to replicate institutional packaging practices and constraints.

We selected nine of the most frequently applied general practices and

constraints fc- use in repackaging. (None of the other questions yielded
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any meaningful data. Appendix E contains more information on packaging

constraints.) Five of the nine we selected applied to the three

Campus-Based programs and four applied to all aid, by undergraduate or

graduate status. The four packaging constraint questions asked

concerning all aid, for undergraduates and graduates, respectively, were:

Limit total award to % of need

Limit total award to $

Limit awards to students with at least $

Always have $ of unmet need.

of need, and

The five constraints that institutions were asked if they place on each

of the three Campus-Based awards were:

Maximum EFC

Maximum dependent parent's AGI

Maximum independent student's AGI

Minimum award, and

Maximum award.

For each question answered "yes," the institution was asked the dollar

amount or percent applicable. The repackaging measure applied these

constraints to students with need error, with one general eLception. If

the institution made an exception to a general constraint ii its original

package, we did not apply that constraint in our repackaging.

2--17
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3.0

AGGREGATE OR OVERALL ERROR

In this chapter we present and discuss the aggregate results for the

following five measures or estimates of error:

Pell Grant Program-Wide Payment Error, 1985-86 and 1982-83

Campus-Based Programs Need Error, 1985-86 and 1983-84

Awards in Excess of Need in the Campus-Based Programs,
1985-86 and 1983-84

Distributional Error in the Campus-Based Programs, 1985-86
versus 1983-84; and

GSL Program Certification Error, 1985-86 and 1983-84.

For each of these errors we report the overall dollar value of the

error, the percentage of cases with error, and the average amount of

error for cases with error. Payment errors in the Pell Grant program are

reported in terms of overawards and underawards. Need changes in the

Campus-Based programs are separated by whether need was overstated or

understated. In addition, error estimates from the previous studies are

discussed relative to the current study.

3.1 KEY FINDINGS, RESULTS, AND CONCLUSIONS

In the following section we present the key findings with respect to

aggregate and overall error in the Pell Grant and Campus-Based programs

and the GSL certification process. These key findings are presented in

Exhibit 3-1.
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PELL GRANT rmicirrwm
anIbir a.I Virei 'WU

Percentage of Total Program
Funds Awarded in Error

Percentage of Recipients
With Error

Absolute Error ($ Millions)

21

sit

763

CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS

Percentage of Recipients
With Error

Absolute Need Error ($ Millions)

Awards In Exciss of Need
($ Millions)

Absolute Distributional Error (t Millions)

1985 - 86

77

1,068

265

574

GSL PROGRAM 1985 - 86

Percentage of Certifications
With Error

Total OvercertificatIons ($ Millions)

20

920*

Figures calculated using a ± $50 tolerance.

Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, the estimate of certification error
should be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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EXHIBIT 3-1.
KEY FINDINGS FOR THE PELL GRANT,

CAMPUS-BASED AND GSL PROGRAMS, 1985-86
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Pell Grant Program

Approximately 54 percent of the Pell Grant recipients have
errors which resulted in changes in award and averaged $502
per occurrence.1

Absolute program-wide payment error totals $763 million and
represents 21 percent of the total program funds awarded.
(Absolute error includes both under- and overawards, whereas
net error allows overawards to offset underawards.)

Net error averages $267 per student with error and totals
$407 million in payment error.

Campus-Based Programs

Absolute need error totals $1,068 million.

Seventy-seven percent of the Campus-Based recipients have
errors that led to need changes. Fifty percent have need
decreases that average $1,236 per occurrence while 28 percent
have need increases at an average of $799.

Awards in excess of need occur in 23 percent of the cases and
results in $265 million in error.

Distributi)nal error represents $574 million.2

GSL Program

In the GSL program 20 percent of the certifications have
errors.

Overall errors (i.e., overcertifications) represent $920
million, at an average of $1,306 per occurrence and results
in a cost to the Federal Government ranging from $264 million
to $518 milliop.2

2

See Chapter 2 of this report for complete explanations of error
definitions.

After the error estimates and their standard errors were
computed, an updated estimate of total GSL loan volume was made
available by ED. Since a ratio adjustment was used to fix the
estimated total population loan volume based on our sample to the
value of ED's estimate, some of the GSL figures must be adjusted
accordingly. This revision will affect estimates of population
totals and frequencies, as well as the standard errors associated
with these. Each of these should be reduced by about 10

percent. Estimates of means and percents are not affected, nor
are coefficients of variation for any estimate.
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3.2 PELL GRANT PROGRAM-NIDE PAYMENT ERROR, 1985-86 AND 1982-83

In the Pell Grant program, awards can be made in error if the student

is deemed to satisfy categorical criteria which he does not, in fact,

meet, or if the student's eligibility is inaccurate due to errors in

application data, or if the institution miscalculates the student's

costs, enrollment status, or award. An overaward or underaward occurs

whenever values used by the institution to calculate a student's

eligibility are different from the best values developed using the data.

In Table 3-1 we provide the summary error data for the Pell Grant program

for 1985-86.

Absolute error (which considers both student and institutional

errors) averages $502 per recipient with error. Absolute error totals

$763 million, whIch constitutes 21 pe:cent of tocal progrwil funds

awarded, and affects 54 percent of Pell recipients. Net error (allowing

overawards to be offset by underawards) is estimated to be $407 million,

or 11 percent of the dollars awarded.

Overawards in the Pell Grant program are more than twice as prevalent

(37 percent of recipients) as underawards (18 percent of recipients).

Overawards have a mean error per recipient with error almost one-third

larger than underawards, an average of $564 for overawards and $369 for

underawards. More errors are made that are in favor of the student,

i.e., they receive more money than they should.
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TABLE 3-1
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1985-86

Academic Year 1985-86

Percentage Mean Error
of Recipients per Recipient

Error Definition Program-wide Error with Error(%) with Error
(% of $

($ Millions) Awarded)** Percent Dollars

Absolute Error 763 21 54.4 502

Net Error 407 11 54.4 267

Overaward Error 585 16 37.1 564

Underaward Error 178 5 17.5 369

* Using a + $50 tolerance

** Amount of Pell awards is $3.6 billion for 1985-86
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We had a general expectation of a slight decrease in error estimates

based on the previous Pell study results. This expectation was in part

due to changes in mandated Pell validation. In 1982-83 the focus was on

low error items (e.g., adjusted gross income) and consequently many error

prone items were not routinely validated and discrepancies remained in

them. Validation for 1985-86 focused on high error items (e.g., number

in college). This may explain why the percent of program funds awarded

in error decrease:1 slightly from the earlier study, i.e., more error was

discovered earlier in the process and corrected.

The error estimates for Stage Two and for Pell Stage Three are

presented in Table 3-2. The estimates have not changed significantly

between studies, particularly given the $1.2 billion increase in average

program funds and changes in Pell validation. In both studies, there

were approximately 50 percent of Pell recipints with error. The

percentage of program funds awarded in error were also very similar;

approximately one fourth were awarded in error in each of the studies.

Although the differences in error estimates between the two studies are

not significant, certain errors have dropped slightly. In spite of this,

the percentage of recipients with a Pell error has increased.

3.3 CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS PROGRAM-WIDE ERROR, 1985-86 AND 1983-84

A student's need for Campus-Based assistance is defined as the

difference between the cost of attendance and available resources, where

resources include the expected family contribution (EFC) and other aid.

The EFC is determined by student and parental income and expenses, net
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TABLE 3-2
APPROPRIATE COmPARISONS BEINEEN /RE 1982-83

and 1985-86 PELL GRANT PROGRAM ERROR ESTIMATES*

Program-
wide Error
($ Millions)

Academic Year 1982-831 591 (605**)

Academic Year 1985-862 763

*

2

Using a ± $50 tolerance
These are error estimates
in the Pell Stage Three st
Amount of Pell awards was
Amount of Pell awards was

Percentage
of Dollars
Awarded

25 (25**)

21

Percentage of
Recipients with

Error

49.7 (62.7**)

54.4

using a + $2 tolerance as originally done
udy.

$2.4 billion for 1982-83
$3.6 billion for 1985-86
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assets, and other measures of family finances. A need error or change

occurs whenever values used by the institution to calculate a student's

need are different from the best values developed using the data. Table

3-3 provides a summary of the following types of errors in the

Campus-Based programs for 1985-86: absolute and net need error

(including over- and understatement of need), awards in excess of need,

and distributional error. Estimates of error in the Campus-Based program

do not result in costs to the government since the portion of funds

allocated to institutions that were distributed in error would be

redistributed to other recipients. We will discuss each type of error

separately in the following paragraphs.

In Stage Two, we recalculated need using "best" student and

institutional values. The frequency and magnitude with which

recalculated need differed from reported need was measured and aggregated

across sampled cases to estimate program-wide need error. This is an

important intermediate step in any analysis of payment consequences and

is, in itself, a measure of program delivery system quality. Table 3-3

provides a summary of absolute and net need error. The results indicate

that absolute need error, which includes over- and understatements of

need, totals $1,068 million, averages $1,080 per recipient with error,

and occurs in 77 percent of the cases. Net need error, which allows

overstatements of need to be offset by understatements of need, totals

$504 million, occurs in 77 percent of the cases, and averages $509 per

case with error.
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TABLE 3-3
A cflmmiev nv 'Dome: rm vas elsomm_smern ponnumm

1985-86

Academic Year 1985-86

Error Definition

Program- Percentage Mean Error
wide Error of Recipients per Recipient
($ Millions) with Error with Error($)

Absolute Need Error 1,068 77.2 1,080

Overstatements of Need 786 49.7 1,236
Understatements of Need 282 27.6 799

Net Need Error 504 77.2 509

Awards in Excess of Need 265 22.5 921

Absolute Distributional Error 574 69.1 649

Distributional Overawards 395 44.7 690

Distributional UnderawardF 179 24.4 594

Net Distributional Error 216 69.1 169

* Using a 4. $50 tolerance
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Discrepancies between data originally used to estimate need and best

values can result in either increases or decreases in need. These, in

turn, produce an understatement or overstatement of need,

respectively. Table 3-3 provides the summary statistics on overstatement

and understatement of need. The results indicate that approximately

three-fourths (77 percent) of students have need errors. Overstatements

of need are more prevalent (almost 50 percent of cases) than

understatements of need (28 percent of cases). In addition,

overstatements of need result in $786 million in program-wide error, well

over twice the amount that understatements account for in program-wide

error ($282 million). Understatements also result in a far lower mean

error per recipient with error than overstatements, $799 and $1,236,

respectively. These are comparable to results from Stage One.

For the Campus-Based programs, if true need falls below award, it is

a regulatory violation. Overall awards in excess of need were

calculated as best need minus actual award for the cases in which need

falls below award. Table 3-3 provides the figures for awards in excess

of need. The results show that overall awards in excess of need error

totals $265 million, and averages $921 for the 23 percent of the cases in

which it occurs. These results suggest that approximately one-fourth of

all students have awards in excess of need.

For the three Campus-Based programs (CW-S, SEOG, NDSL),

distributional error estimates the potential impact of all need changes

by repackaging Campus-Based awards using unique institutional packaging

parameters for stidents at each institution. The recalculated repackaged
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award (using all best values) is subtracted from the actual award and the

resulting figure is distr!butional error. Distributional error for the

current and 1983-84 study is summarized and presented in Table 3-3. The

results indicate that overall distributional error totals $574 million,

and averages $649 for the 69 percent of the cases in which it occurs.

In reviewing the error estimates for the Campus-Based programs from

Stage One, the pilot phase of this study, the current error estimates are

approximately of the same magnitude. For instance, in the pilot phase

approximately 70 percent of Campus-Based recipients had error that

totaled $978 million in absolute error. The current figures are

comparable to these results, and are the first true estimates of error in

the Campus-Based programs based on the methodology tested in the pilot

phase of this study. Ihe slight increase in error in Stage Two may be

attributed to an underrepresentation of error in Stage One due to use of

an untested methodology.

3.4 GSL PROGRAM-WIDE CERTIFICATION ERROR

GSL certification error occurs whenever the amount certified exceeds

the difference bet.feen cost of attendance and the resources available to

meet these expenses. Available resources would include known aid from

Pell, Campus-Based, and other programs and expected family contribution

for student cases with adjusted gross incomes over $30,000. Table 3-4

presents a summary of overall certification error. The results indicate

that overall error totals $920 million and occurs in 20 percent of the

cases and averages $1,306 per case with error.



TABLE 3-4
A SUMMARY OF OVERALL CERTIFICATION ERRORS* IN THE GSL PROGRAMS

1985-86 And 1983-84

Overall Certification Error

Error Definition

Academic Year 1985-86

Academic Year 1983-84

Program- Percentage Mean Error
wide Error of Recipients per Recipient
($ with Error with Error($)

920 20.1 1,306

441 10.9 1,215

Overcertifications using a $50 tolerance
Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these
figures should be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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Error estimates from Stage One in the GSL program are considerably

different than those estimates from the current study as indicated in

Table 3-4. There was a total of $441 million in certification error which

averaged $1,215 for the 11 percent of the cases in error. However, a

significant methodological change was implemented for Stage Two; Expected

Family Contribution (EFC) error was measured and had a significant impact

on certification error (as discussed in Chapter 5). Institutions can

miscalculate EFC in one of three ways:

Different EFC's are used for Campus-Based and GSL

GSL tables are used improperly, or

Incorrect determination of AGI.

In addition, there was an increase of 6 percent of students with

AGI's greater than $30,000. Students with AGI's of $30,000 or more are

required to report more application items, which increase the likelihood

of additional error.

In order to estimate error in the GSL program, we focused on the

point in the delivery system that institutions certify students'

eligibil:ty for loans and determine the maximum loan &mount. However,

because not all students borrow the maximum amount, and because students

pay these loans back over a payment period of up to 10 years, GSL

overcertifications are not an accurate estimate of cost to the

government. ED is responsible only for interest payments while these

students are in school or other deferment periods, the special allowance

subsidiary to lenders, and for the remaining balance on defaulted loans.

Since some of these costs are tied to the interest paid on U.S. Treasury

notes (T-Bills), costs vary substantially as the rate of interest rises
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and falls. On average, costs per dollar loaned ranged from $.342 with

T-Bills at 5.5 percent to $.676 with T-Bills at 10 percent. These

figures were provided by the Department of Education and represent their

estimate of the low and high range of net cost per dollar loaned. ED's

best estimate of costs is $.437 per dollar loaned based on a T-Bill rate

of 6.6 percent. In order to estimate the costs to the government of GSL

overcertification, we used the average rate of borrowing per dollar of

certification (84 percent) in our sample to translate overcertifications

to loan mounts and multiplied those amounts by the cost ranges and

produced the following estimates.

Using this procedure, we estimate that the costs that will be

incurred by ED over the life of this group of loans due to

overcertification range from a low of $264 million to a high of $518

million. Use of ED's best estimate of per dollar loan costs results in

an estimate of $338 million.

The aggregate error data iiscussed in this chapter are analyzed

further in the following chapter.
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4.0

STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS IN THE TITLE IV PROGRAMS

This chapter presents the error estimates for student and

institutional errors in each of the Title IV programs. Student error is

the result of recipients providing inaccurate data at the time of and

subsequent to application. This decomposition is silent on whether the

error was conscious or inadvertent or whether the data was'correct at the

time and subsequently changed. Institutional error is the result of

institutions using incorrect data in awarding, processing, or disbursing

aid and includes errors that affect student need, "categorical"

eligibility, disbursements, and required procedures (mostly collection of

documentation).

These data are provided for the Pell Grant program in terms of

absolute payment error decomposed into student and institutional errors.

For the Campus-Based programs, student and institutional errors arc

presented by need error, awards in excess of need error, and

distributional error. Finally, GSL certification error is also

decomposed into student and institutional error.

4.1 EAT FINDINGS, RESULTS, AND CONCLUSIONS

Exhibit 4-1 summarizes and presents the major findings of student and

institutional error amounts and rates. As is shown in these exhibits,

student errors are greater than institutional errors in both the Pell and
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Campus-Based programs. Student errors are larger for the Pell and

Campus-Based programs both in terms of program-wide dollars in error, and

the percentage of cases in error. The GSL program, however, exhibits

larger institutional errors (both program-wide dollars in error, and

percentage of cases in error) than student errors.

Given the limitations in making cross-year comparisons for the

Campus-Based and GSL programs (as discussed in the previous chapter),

general cross-year comparisons will be made only for the Pell error

estimates.

4.2 STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERROR IN TEE PELL GRANT PROGRAM

A decomposition of absolute payment error is provided in Table 4-1.

In further analyzing the figures for overall payment error (overpayments

combined with underpayments) the results indicate that:

Student error totaled $439 million, with an average of $486
for the 32 percent of cases in which it occurred-

Institutional error totaled $386 million, with an average of
$460 million for the 30 percent of cases in which occurred.

These figures indicate that payment error in the Pell Grant program

affects approximately one-half of all students, with students

contributing a larger share of error than institutions. These results

are similar to the 1982-83 study as presented in Table 4-2, but represent

a slight increase in the percentage of students with Pell Grant payment

error.

4-3
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TABLE 4-1

PAYMENT ERRORS IN THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM
BY. STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS.

1985-86

Percentage Mean Error

Source of Program-wide of Recipients per Recipient

Error Payment Error With Error 12111114191111
(% of $

($ Millions)Awarded)

Absolute
Student Error 439 12

Student Over-
awards

356 10

Student Under-
awards

84 2

Net Student 272 8

Error

Absolute
Institutional
Error 386 11

Institutional 260 7

Overawards

Institutional 126 4

Underawards

Net Institu-
tional Error

134 4

* Using a 4- $50 tolerance

32.3 486

23.2 547

9.1 328

32.3 300

30.0 460

18.4 504

11.6 390

30.0 158

7 4
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The amount of student error in the Pell program for the current study

and the 1g82-83 Pell Stage Three stud' S.. p.000..ted in T-kle 4-2. It is

apparent that, in terms of student error, there has been a slight change

between the studies. The percentage of program funds awarded in error is

12 percent for the current study - a small decrease (1 percentage point)

from the Pell Stage Three study. The percentage of recipients with

student error also remained very similar - approximately one-third of

Pell recipients have student error for both the current and previous

studies.

Table 4-2 presents the error estimates for institutional payment

error in the Pell program from the Pell Stage Three and the current

study. The percentage of cases with error shows an increase of

approximately 5 percentage points from the previous study. The percent

of program funds awarded in error decreased slightly because the size of

the Pell program increased at a faster rate than the amount of

institutional errors.

Changes in the methodology, student and institutional

characteristics, and the programs themselves should be considered when

interpreting the data from the two rtudies as discussed in Chapter 3.

4.3 STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERROR IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS

In this section we present the errors made by students (and their

parents) and institutions in the Campus-Based programs. These errors are

presented by:

4-5



Student Error

Wf-

TABLE 4-2

PELL GRANT PROGRAM ABSOLUTE ERROR ESTIMATES*,
1985-86 AND 1982-83

Program-wide
Payment Error

(% of $
($ )Iillions)Awarded)

Academic Year 1985-86 439 12

Percentage of
Rectpients with Error

32.3

Academic Year 1982-83 318 (328**) 13 (14**) 30.9 (39.4**)

Institutional Error

Program-wide
Payment Error

(% of $
($ Millions)Awarded)

Academic Year 1985-86 386 11

Percentage of
Recipients with Error

30.0

Academic Year 1982-83 315 (321**) 13 (13**) 24.9 (33.5**)

* Using a + 50 tolerance.
** These are the erLor estimates using a + $2 tolerance as originally done

in the Pell, Stage Three study.
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Need error

Awards in excess of need error, and

DistributioLal error.

4.3.1 Student and Institutional Need Error in the Campus-Based Programs

A need error or change occurs whenever values used by the institution

to calculate a student's need are different from the best values

developed using the data collected in the study. Table 4-3 decomposes

need error into student and institutional errors. The results indicate

the following:

Student error totaled $835 million, with an average of $1,012
for the 65 percent of cases in which it occurred.

Institutional error totaled $353 million, with an average of
$877 for the 32 percent of cases in which it occurred.

Student need error affects almost twice as many recipients as

institutional need error (65 percent versus 32 percent), which is a

function.of how need error is defined. Mean error per recipient with

error is $1,012 for student error and $877 for institutional error, again

student error is greater than institutional error. Program-wide error

attributable to student error was over two times as high as institutional

($835 million versus $353 million). Clearly, student need error

contributes a much larger percentage of error to net neeL error than

institutional need error.

4-7
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TABLE 4-3

NEED ERROR* IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS
BY STUDEWf AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS,

1985-86

Program-wide
Error

Percentage
of Recipients

Mean Error
per Recipient

Source of Error ($ Millions) With Error with Error($)

Absolute Student
Need Error 835 64.5 1,012

Student Overstatements
of Need

619 42.4 1,139

Student Understatements
of Need

216 22.0 767

Net Student Need Error 403 64.5 488

Absolute Institutional 353 31.5 877

Need Error

Institutional Over-
statements of Need

227 16.9 1,049

Institutional Under-
statements of Need

126 14.6 677

Net Institutional
Need Error 100 31.5 249

Using a $50 tolerance

78
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4.3.2 Student and Institutional Awards in Excess of Need in the

Campus-Resed Programs

Awards in xcess of need occur with overstatements, where best need

falls below the award. The motivation for this type of definition comes

from a strict interpretation of Federal regulations. According to the

regulations, an overpayment or overaward can occur only when the student

is awarded aid in excess of need. Awards in excess of need may be

attributable to either student or institutional error. We present awards

in excess of need error by student and institutional errors in Table

4-4. The results indicate the following:

Student error totals $137 million, with an average of $844
for the 13 percent of cases in which it occurs.

Institutional error totals $136 million, with an average of
$793 for the 13 percent of cases in which it .)ccurs.

Student error contributes essentially the same amount of error to

awards in excess of need as institutional error; institutional error

contributes only $1 million less than student error. Similarly, both

student and institutional error affect 13 percent of recipients with

awards in excess of need error. These error figures are similar because

institutional errors, such as categorical errors, lead to overawards more

.often than student errors which tend to lead to over- or understatements

of need but do not necessarily result in overawards. The mean error per

recipient with error is also approximately the same, i.e., student error

averages $844 and institutional averages $793, a slight difference of $51

in mean error per recipient.
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TABLE 4-4

AWARDS IN EXCESS OF NEED* IN THE CAMPDS-BASED PROGRAMS
BY MUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS,

1935-86

Source of Error

Student Error

Institutional Error

* Using a $50 tolerance

Program-wide
Awards in Escess Percentage Mean Error

of Need Error of Recipients per Recipient

($ Millions) With Error with Error(8)

137 12.7 844

136 13.4 793



4.3.3 Student and Institutional Distributional Error in the Campus-Based

Programs

Distributional error estimates the potential impact of all need

changes by repackaging Campus-Based awards using unique institutional

packaging parameters for students at each institution. The recalculated

award is subtract6; from the actual award and the resulting figure is

distributional error. Student and institutional distributional error is

presented in Table 4-5. The figures presented for distributional error

are absolute, therefore understatements are not offset by

overstatements. The results indicate the following:

Student error totals $475 million, with an average of $613
for the 61 percent of the cases in which it occurs.

/nstitutional error totals $206 million, with an average of
$590 for the 27 percent of cases in which it occurs.

Student error affects more than twice as many recipients with

distributional error (61 percent) as institutional error (27 percent).

Similarly, program-wide distributional error totals $475 million for

student error, more than twice the total amount of institutional error,

which totals $206 million. Mean error per recipient with distributional

error is the only measure that is approximately the same, with an average

of $613 for student error and $590 for institutional error, a difference

of only $23 per recipient. These figures are similar in magnitude to

need errors discussed earlier because distributional error calculates the

potential impact of all need changes.
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TABLE 4-5
DISTRIBUTIONAL ERROR* IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS

BY STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS,
1985-86

Progran-wide
Distributional

Error
Percentage

of Recipients

Mean Error
per Recipient

Source of error ($ Nillionsl_ With Error with Error($)

Absolute Student Error 475 60.5 613

Student Overawards 301 37.0 636

Student Underawards 174 23.5 577

Absolute Institutional
Error 206 27.3 590

Institutional Overawards 125 15.5 632

Institutional Underawards 81 11.9 534

* Using a +$50 tolerance
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4.4 STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERROR IN THE GSL PROGRAM

In this section we present the errors made by students (and their

parents) and institutions in the GSL certification process. A GSL

certification error occurs whenever the amount certified exceeds the

difference between the cost of attendance and the resources available to

meet these expenses. Table 4-6 provides the figures for student and

institutional error for the GSL program. The results indicate the

following:

Student error averaged $1,065 for the 11 percent of

recipients with error, resulting in a total of $393 million.

Institutional error averaged $1,238 for the 14 percent of the
cases in error, resulting in a total of $587 million.

In the Pell and Campus-Based programs, student error either exceeded

institutional error or was approximately equal (with student error in

each measure still slightly higher). In the GSL program, institutional

certification error is higher "or all measures than student error.

Institutional error affects 14 percent of the certifications with error,

while student error affects 11 percent. Institutional error accounts for

$587 million in program-wide error; approximately one-third more than

student error which accounts for $393 in program-wide error. The mean

error per certification with error was also about $175 larger per

certification with error for institutional error ($1,238) than student

error ($1,065).
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TABLE 4-6

CERTIFICATION ERROR* IN TUE GSL PROGRAM
EY STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS,

1985-86

Program-wide Percentage Mean Error

Error Error of Certifications per Certification

Definition ($ )illions)** with Error with Error($)

Student Error

Institutional Error

393

587

10.6

13.5

1,065

1,238

Overcertifications using a $50 tolerance
Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these

figures should be reduced by approximately 10 percent.



5.0

SIGNIFICANT ERRORS IN EACH OF THE TITLE IV PROGRAMS

This chapter focuses on error of the most detailed level. Error is

decomposed beyond the student/institutional errors presented in Chapter

4. As error is further decomposed, the measures of error come closer to

the roots of error. Student error measures the component of overall

error attributable to student misreporting. Institutional error measures

the component of overall error attributable to institutional

inaccuracies. These errors were further decomposed to identify specific

components of student and institutional error. Student errors caused by

misreporting of individual or groups of application items were measured.

Institutional errors caused by specific institutional inaccuracies were

also measured. Each application item was tested for its contribution to

student error. While each application item's contribution is tabulated

in Appendix C, a subset containing the most significant items is

discussed in this Chapter. Similarly, only those institutional

inaccuracies to which significant institutional error is attributable are

presented in Chapter 5.

Examination of the significant errors in each of the programs led to

the following findings:

Errors in other non-taxable income, home equity and
dependency status contribute the most to net student error in
the Pell Grant program.

Enrollmeut status error was the most frequent institutional
error in the Pell Grant program.

Student's expected taxable and non-taxable income contribute
the most to net student need error in the Campus-Based
programs.

5-3.
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Errors in factoring Pell awards into the Campus-Based need
formulation contributed to a large portion of the
institutional error.

Crossing the $30,000 family AGI threshold was associated with
a large portion of GSL student certification error.

The failure to use the GSL tables properly had the largest
impact on institutional GSL certification error.

A comparison of Stage Two findings regarding significant errors to

other studies reveals:

The relative ranking of application items by net contribution
to Pell student error is fairly consistent over time.

The ranking of institutional errors in the Pell Grant program
also remained consistent between years.

Student's prospective income items topped the list of student
errors in the Campus-Based programs in both Stage One and
Stage Two.

c Number in college and home equity were ranked significantly
higher in Stage Two than in Stage One.

Institutional errors in the Campus-Based programs remained
consistent.

Family AGI error is a consistently significant component of
GSL student certification error.

Among GSL institutional errors, the frequency of errors in
factoring Pell awards increased while cost of attendance
errors decreased.

These iindings are discussed in more detail in the sections which

follow.

5.1 SIGNIFICANT ERRORS IN THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM

In this section we present components of error in the Pell Grant

program. In Chapter 4, overall Pell error was decomposed into student

5-2
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and institutional error. This section will further decompose error

Igit

tt`
-4-

'1
. ,
_z.

;
:4

I
.,.

'a

1

into the marginal effects of misreporting application items on student

error and of specific mistakes made by institutions on institutional

error. This deeper decomposition allows us to get closer to the root or

source of error, thereby facilitating identifying corrective actions.

5.1.1 Student Error

Tbis subsection examines the misreporting of application items by

Pell recipients. Rates and average discrepancies are presented for

selected application items for independent and dependent students. Rates

and amounts of marginal error associated with selected individual

application items and selected groups of application items are presented

and discussed. Finally, individual application items are ranked by net

program-wide marginal error and these ranks are compared to the ranks

from the 1982-83 study (Pell Stage Three).

Student Application Item Discrepancies

Student error can occur whenever the value reported by the student

differs from the "best" value for any application item. Tables 5-1 and

5-2 present the rates and amounts of discrepancies in selected

application items for independent and dependent recipients respectively.

The tables dichotomize discrepancies into those for which reported values

favor the applicant when compared to the best values and those for which

reported values are against the applicant when compared to the best

values. Both tables use a $50 tolerance for dollar-valued items and

exclude dependency switchers. For some items, the statistics are further

5-3
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TABLE 5-1
RATES AND AMOUNTS OF DISCREPANCY* IN
SELECTED STUDENT APPLICATION ITEMS FOR

INDEPENDENT STUDENTS IN THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM,
1985-86

lelected Application Item
No

Discrepancy
Reported Values
Against Applicant

Reported Values
Favoring Applicant

Percent Percent Mean Percent Mean

Adjusted Gross Income 86.8 5.1 1811 8.0 9209

Student's Earned Income 83.2 4.3 872 12.6 3822

Spouse's Earned Income 93.7 3.6 2220 2.7 4480

U.S. Income Tax 87.4 8.6 401 3.9 301

Cash, Checking, and Savings 78.2 2.9 724 18.9 349

Number in College 92.6 4.0 N/A 3.3 N/A

Household Size 86.6 8.1 N/A 5.4 N/A

Home Equity 91.0 2.0 5867 7.0 6372None Reported 96.8 0 3.2 11546Positive Value Reported 46.3 17.4 5867 36.3 2764

Other Nontaxable Income** 75.3 0 24.7 1608None Reported 73.2 0 26.8 1623Positive Value Reported 84.5 0 15.5 1503

Using a -4- $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.Other nontaxable income inclAdes child support, welfare benefits, unemploymentcompensation, worker's compensation, and married couple deduction among other items.
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1985-86

No Reported Values Reported Values
Selected Application Item pissaaps_pgy Against Applicant Favoring Applicant

Percent Percent Mean Percent Nean

Adjusted Gross Income 89.8 4.7 2768 5.4 5147

Father's Earned Income 78.5 11.6 5586 9.9 6486

Mother's Earned Income 85.6 7.1 2197 7.3 4039

U.S. Income Tax 78.9 14.9 789 6.1 752

Cash, Checking, and Savings 69.5 8.1 5626 22.4 953

Number in College 83.6 7.3 N/A 9.1 NIA

Household Size 70.4 9.8 N/A 19.8 NIA

Student's Base-Year Income 63.1 14.1 664 22.9 2314

Student's Expected Income 35.8 17.8 1084 46.4 1733

Home Equity 59.1 8.1 6679 32.8 14,399
None Reported 86.8 o 13.2 29,491
Positive Value Reported 40.2 13.7 6679 46.2 11,436

Other Nontaxable Income** 83.8 o 16.2 1642
None Reportad 85.3 o 14.7 2406
Positive Value Reported 81.5 0 18.5 789

Student's Net Assets 70.4 o 29.6 342
None Reported 71.8 0 28.2 323
Positive Value Reported 66.4 0 33.6 386

Medical Expenses 78.1 15.3 932 6.6 699
None Reported 92.6 7.4 1107 0
Positive Value Reported 66.8 21.5 885 11.7 699

Using a + $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.
Other nontaxable income includes child support, welfare benefits, unemployment
compatisatioa, and alarri.0 cqup.4.1 0.5NcOolk,aersfothlr,444,t«,stf.
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divided to show differences in discrepancy between students who reported

a value of zero and those who reported a positive value. This is of

interest in an item such as home equity becaure it identifies verified

home owners who reported no home equity.

Table 5-1 lists the major application items which pertain to

independent students and for which significant discrepancy was observed.

Other non-taxable income has the highest aggregate discrepancy rate for

independent Pell recipients. Nearly one-fourth of all independent

recipients under-reported other non-taxable income by over $1600. Over

one-fourth of the independent recipients who reported no other

non-taxable income actually received an average of over $1600 in other

non-taxable income. (Other non-taxable income includes child support,

welfare benefits, unemployment compensation, worker's compensation, and

married couple deduction among other items.) On the aggregate level,

only 9 percent of independent students misreported home equity. Of those

who reported a positive home equity, however, over half were discrepant

by more than $50 and understatements were twice as frequent as

overstatements. Table 5-1 excludes the 6.3 percent of recipients who

reported that they were independent, but in fact were dependent.

Table 5-2 lists the major application items which pertain to

dependent students and for which significant discrepancy was observed.

Student's expected income was discrepant more often than any other

application item for dependent recipients. Nearly two-thirds of the

dependent recipients failed to estimate their expected income within $50

of the best value. Nearly half of all dependent recipients

underestimated their expected in.xmle by an average of over

5-6

0

.4;



$1700. The Pell formula uses the expected income only when a dependent

student expects to earn less than 60 percent of his or her base-year

income. Home equity is misreported by over 40 percent of dependent

recipients. Home equity was understated about four times as often as it

was overstated. Adjusted gross income had a low dis, Ipancy rate

relative to other application items for dependent students. Table 5-2

excludes the 1.2 percent of recipients who reported that they were

dependent but in fact were independent.

Marginal Errors Associated with Individual Application Items

While item discrepancy measures the relative accuracy in reporting of

various data items, it does not adequately explain the effects of

misreporting on student error. Application item value, are mapped into

the Student Aid Index (SAI) by the Pell Grant formula. The award is then

determined as a function of SAI, cost of attendance and enrollment

status. Of the three parameters determining the award, only SAI is

affected by changes in student application items values. A unit change

in any application item does not generally lead to a proportional change

in award nor in SAI. The SAI formula is not a continuous linear f.nction

of the application items, but rather an algorithm which binds together a

series of calculations with conditional statements. The sensitivity of

the SAI algorithm to application items may depend upon the level of the

application item and may be controlled by thresholds for some items. For

example, assets are protected below a certain level. Marginal error

measures the impact of individual application items on error.

5-7

91



To calculate the marginal errors, a baseline award must first be

determined using the SAI obtained from applicant reported values and the

cost of attendance and enrollment status used by the institution in

making the actual award. The marginal award for each application item is

then calculated by replacing the reported value for that item with the

best value for that item and holding all other values constant. The

marginal error for an application item is the difference between the

baseline award and the marginal award calculated for that item. The

marginal error for an application item measures the error removed if that

item were independently verified. Note that the sum of marginal errors

across all data items does not equal the estimated total student error.

This is because the sum of the error:. removed by independently replacing

each reported value with a best value does not equal the error removed by

replacing all reported values at once with the respective best values.

Table 5-3 lists rates and amounts of marginal error for selected

application items. To illustrate the difference between item discrepancy

and marginal error, let us compare statistics for other non-taxable

income between Table 5-1 and Table 5-3. In Table 5-1, 24.7 percent of

independent recipients understated their other non-taxable income by an

average of $1608. Table 5-3 shows that this level of misreporting led to

an average overaward of $386 in 9.3 percent of independent recipients.

The application items are listed in descending order of net

program-wide error. Other non-taxable income has the largest net

5-8
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TABLE S-3
INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION !TENS

HAVING A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON
PROGRAN-WIDE PELL STUDENT ERROR*.

198546

ALLEM_
(Within $50)

Item Eacent._

UNDERAWARDS OVER/WARD KUM
Total

IS
Permit Elan (S

Total

taunt Ilan
Total

i$ Millions)
Other Nontaxable Income** 92.9 0 7.1 376 75.1 75.1Independents 90.7 0 9.3 386 46.0 46.0Dependents 94.7 0 5.2 367 29.1 29.1
Home Equity 93.5 0.8 302 6.6 5.8 439 70.6 64.0Independents 99.7 0.1 100 0.1 0.2 376 0.9 0.8Dependents 88.1 1.4 313 6.5 10.5 440 69.7 63.2
Dependency Status*" 97.8 0.1 905 3.4 2.1 850 48.8 45.4Independents 95.7 0.3 905 3.4 4.1 854 44.2 40.8Dependents 99.6 0 --- --- 0.4 815 4.5 4.5
Dependent Student's Assets
(Dependent Students Only) 86.3 0 - - 13.7 172 35.4 35.5
Student's Expected Income
(Dependent Students Only) 95.8 0.7 393 4.1 3.4 706 36.7 32.6
Household Size 90.6 2.9 322 26.3 6.5 312 56.2 29.9Independents 96.8 1.1 566 8.2 2.1 647 17.1 8.9Dependents 85.3 4.4 270 18.2 10.2 254 39.1 20.9
Adjusted Gross Income 96.6 1.5 286 11.8 1.9 600 32.3 20.6Independents 96.7 1.8 259 6.1 1.5 649 12.3 6.2Dependents 96.5 1.2 320 5.7 2.3 573 20.1 14.4
Number in College 95.6 1.5 271 11.2 2.9 367 29.7 18,4Independents 98.8 0.8 288 2.9 0.4 344 1.8 -1.1Dependents 92.9 2.1 266 8.3 5.0 368 27.8 19.5

" Using a ± $50 tolerance
** Under the specifications for best values of other non-taxable income, underawards are not possible becausedocumentation could have been missing.
*** If cases with a categorical error were considered eligible, dependency status overawards would increase$3.1 million



marginal error. Because of a specification in the best value selection

procedure which selected reported values over smaller verified values,

there are no underawards for other non-taxab:e income. This procedure

was necessary because recipients report the &mount of total non-taxable

income yet document the component &mounts individually. Therefore, a

documented total smaller than the reported amount could have occurred

because a recipient could not find documentation for one or more items.

While dependency status errors are infrequent, the net program-wide

marginal error is the third largest among all application items.

Marginal Errors Associated with Groups of Application Items

The concept of marginal error can also be extended to groups of

application items. The baseline award is the same as for individual item

marginals. The marginal awards are calculated by replacing reported

values with best values for selected groups of application items. For

example, marginal income tax item error is calculated by using best

values for adjusted gross income, U.S. income taxes, exemptions, income

portions, medical deductions, and itemized deductions; and reported

values for all other application items.

Table 5-4 lists marginal errors for selected groups of application

items. Application items have been logically grouped to represent items

that might be verified concurrently. The table shows that if best values

for all prospective items (taxable and non-taxable incom. household

5-10
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TABLE 5-4
GROUPS OF APPLICATIOI ITEMS HAWING A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

ON PROGRAM-WIDE PELL STUDENT ERROR,*
1985-86

1.4

Item

NO MROR UNDENAMERD °MAIMED
(Within $50)
Percent Percent Mean

Total
($ Millions) Percent Mean

Total

($ Minions)

Prospective Income Items
Independents
Dependents

Household Size and
Number in College

Independents
Dependents

All Prospective Items
Independents
Dependents

Income Tax Items
Independents
Dependents

Non-Taxable Income Items
Independents
Dependents

Asset Items
Independents
Dependents

97.5
99.6

95.7

87.8

95.7
81.1

86.2
95.4
78.4

91.1
94.0
88.7

92.5
92.0
92.8

92.6

98.7
87.5

0.4
0.1

0.7

4.2
1.9

6.2

4.5
2.0
6.7

5.8
3.6
7.6

0.5
0.2
0.8

1.0

0.5
1.4

353

75
394

316
455
281

318
431

289

218
231
213

408
1108
272

297
150
339

4.3

0.1
4.1

37.5
11.0
26.4

40.3
11.1

29.2

35.0
10.6

24.4

5.8

2.6
3.2

8.1

0.9
7.2

2.1

0.3
3.6

8.0
2.4
12.7

9.3
2.6
15.0

3.1
2.4
3.7

7.1

7.9

6.4

6.4

0.9
11.1

658
184
689

378
633
337

453
590
432

425
441

416

313
230
399

431

232
444

38.4
0.7
37.8

84.1
19.4
64.6

117.9
19.7
98.2

37,0
13.5

23.5

61.4
23.1
38.3

77.0

2.6
74.4

95

*Using a + $50 tolerance
-AT y

NET ERROR
Total

($ Millions)

96

34.1
0.6

33.7

46.6
8.4
38.2

77.6
8.6

69.0

2.0
2.9

-0.9

55.6
20.5
35.1

68.9
1.7

67.2



size, and number in college) were known, nearly $160 million in absolute

error could be eliminated. Prospective items are, however, the most

difficult to verify since app) icants must estimate future values of these

items. Marginal tax item error (includes items on the IRS tax form, AGI,

U.S. taxes paid, exemptions, etc.) accounts for over $70 million in

absolute error, but only $2 nillion in net errnr. This indicates that

there is a large amount of tax item error that is masked when looking at

net error. This table also shows that non-taxable income items and asset

items have a significant impact on error, accounting for $67.2 million

and $85.1 million in error respectively.

Comparison of Ranks with the Pell Stage Three

Because of the many changes that have transpired in the Pell program

during the 3 years between Title IV Stage Two and Pell Stage Three and

because the value of money is not constant with time, ranks of net

marginal error associated with application items are the most meaningful

measure of comparison between the two studies. Table 5-5 shows that of

the top 10 marginal errors for 1985-86, all were ranked in the top 11 in

1982-83. This shows that the application items which cause the highest

net marginal errors in 1985-86 also caused the highest marginal errors in

1982-83. There were some relative changes in the rankings that could

have occurred due to changes in validation. The change in the relative

ranking of home equity could also have occurred due to the fact that, in

general, home values have increa-sed and the asset protection amount has

remained the same between the two studies, thus leaving more

opportunities for error.

5-12
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TABLE 5-5
A COMPARISON or RAM or THE IMPACT OK
NET PROGRAN-NIDE PELL STUDENT ERROR roe

INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION ITEMS
1982-83 AND 1985-86

Item
Ranks

1985-86 1982-83

Other Nontaxable Income 1 2

Home Equity 2 5

Dependency Status 3 1

Dependent Student's Assets 4 6

Student's Expected Taxable Income 5 --

Household Size 6 3

Adjusted Gross Income 7 7

Number in College 8 4

Dependent Student's Income 9 8

Investment Equity 10 11
AFDC 11 12

Dependent's Nontaxable Income 12 --

Business/Farm Equity 13 15

Cash/Checking/Savings 14 16

Student's Expected Nontaxable Income 15

Educational VA Benefits 16 13

Dependent's Taxes Paid 37

Elementary and Secondary Tuition 18 19

Parent's Marital Status 19 14

Student's Spouse's Expected Income 20

Student's Marital Status 21 20
Mother's/Spouse's Earned Income 22 10

Medical Expenses 23 17

Fathr.'s/Student's Earned Income 24 18

Social Security Benefits 25 21

Federal Taxes Paid 26 9

5-13
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5.1.2 Institutional Error

Pell institutional error can be separated into four components:

Cost of Attendance Error: Errors made in determining cost
of attendance that would have impacted the &mount awarded.
Does not include miscalculations of cost that would have had
no effect on award (e.g., cost miscalculations where both
reported and best cost were over $3,500).

Enrollment Status Error: The impact on award of the
difference between best and reported enrollment status.
Reported enrollment status was not directly available -- the
fraction listed on the SAR does not reflecc a full year's
enrollment and may not be completed accurately -- and had to
be estimated by comparing the amount disbursed to the
scheduled full-time award based on reported data. Best
enrollment status is what the student's enrollment status
actually was.

Calculation Error: The difference between the amount
disbursed by the institution and the &mount that should have
been disbursed based on reported SAI, reported cost of

attendance, and reported enrollment status.

Categorical Error: Combined impact of awards to students
with the following mistakes:

-- having a Bachelor's Degree

-- not making Satisfactory Academic Progress (second and
later disbursements only)

-- not having a Financial Aid Transcript (second and later
disbursements only)

-- not having a Sele,:tive Service Compliance Statement

-- defaulting on a loan at that institution

-- not having a Statement of Educational Purpose.

A breakdown of these individual categorical errors is presented in

Appendix C.

Table 5-6 describes each of the Pell marginal institutional erro7s.

Enrollment status error occurred most frequently, more than twice as
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TRU 5-6
SIGNIFICANT COMPONENTS OF INSTITUTUIONAL

ERROR* IN THE PILL PROGRAM,
1985-86

NO ERROR UNDERANARD OVERANARD NET IRROR
(within $50) Taal Total Total

Ites Percent Percent Man ($ Maniocs) Percent Mean ($ Millions) ($ millions)

Enrollment Status Error 81.8 8.3 434 100.9 9.9 401 110.5 9.6

Cost of Attendance Error 92.7 2.1' 381 24.0 5.0 230 32.3 8.3

Calculation Error 92.3 4.6 346 43.9 3.2 536 47.6 3.7

Categorical Error*0 95.9 N/A 4.1 997 114.2 114.2

*Using a + $50 tolerance

** Categorical errors only result in overawards

1 0 101
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often as cost of attendance, calculation, and categorical error. .With

the exception of calculation error, underawards occurred with the same

frequency and magnitude as overawards. The relatively even distribution

of underawards and overawards indicates that institutional error occurred

with no tendency to either favor or penalize recipients. Categorical

error, while having the lowest incid,ance of error, also had high net

payment consequences. This inconsistency occurred because categorical

errors are always overawards and usually lead to the entire award being

considered in error.

In Table 5-7 a comparison between 1982-83 and 1985-86 of the percent

of cases containing each of the marginal institutional errors is

presented. Given the changes in award amounts and program funding

between studies, we felt it was better to compare the percent of cases in

error rather than means or totals. Even this comparison should be made

with caution considering the large variances surrounding the estimates of

error below the student and institutional level. The Table iadicates

that the relative ranking of errors remained consistent between years

with a decline, albeit small in some cases, in error rates occurring over

time.

5.2 SIGNIFICANT ERRORS IN THF. CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS

Overall Campus.Based need error was decomposed into student error and

institutional error in Chaptc7 4. As in Pell, error can be further

decomposed into the marginal effects of misreporting application items on

student error and of institutional mistakes on institutional error.

5-16
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TABLE 5-7
COMPONENTS OF INSTITUTIONAL ERROR

IN THE PELL PROGRAM, 1985-86 AND 1982-83

PERCENTAGE OF CASES IN ERROR

1985-86* 1982-83**

Cost of Attendance Error 7.3 10.8

Enrollment Status Error 18.2 22.3

Calculation Error 7.7 12.3

Categorical Error 4.1 5.2

* Using a +$50 tolerance

** Using a +$2 tolerance



5.2.1 St6.dent Error

Rates and average discrepancies are presented for selected

application items for independent and dependent students. Rates and

amounts of marginal error associated with selected individual application

items and selected groups of application items are presented and

discussed. Finally, individual application items are ranked by net

program-wide marginal error and these ranks are compared to the ranks

from the 1983-84 study (Title IV Stage One).

Student Application Item Discrepancies

Student error can occur whenever the value reported by the student

differs from the "best" value for any application item. Tables 5-8 and

5-9 present the rates and average amounts of discrepancies in selected

application items for independent and dependent students respectively.

Discrepancies are divided into groups which distinguish the direction of

the discrepancy. A discrepancy in which the reported value would result

in a lower Expected Family Contribution (EFC) than the best value, favors

the applicant. Conversely, a discrepancy in which the reported value

would result in a higher Expected Family Contribution than the best value

is against the applicant. Both tables use a +$50 tolerance for

dollar-valued items and exclude dependency switchers. A further

breakdown of discrepancy statistics is given for selected application

items. In addition to the aggregate statistics, rates and average

amounts are given for applicants reporting zero for that item and

separately for applicants reporting a positive value.

5-18 104



TABLE 5-8
RATES AND AMOUNTS OF DIscREFAmm* rm

SELECTED APPLICATION ITEMS FOR
INDEPENDENT STUDENTS IN THE:CAMPUS-EASED PROGRAMS,

Selected Application Items
No

piEciTliangy

Percent

1985-86

Reported Values
Against the Applicant

Reported Values
Favoring The Applicant

Percent Mean Percent Mean

Adjusted Gross Income 80.8 10.8 2610 8.4 2944

Student's Expected . 30.0 24.1 1974 46.0 3027
Taxable Income

t.n
Cash, Checking and Savings 76.0 4.1 584 19.8 415

1

,--
MD Household Size 88.1 7.1 N/A 4.8 N/A

Number in College 94.5 3.6 N/A 1.9 N/A

Spouse's Expected
Taxable Income 84.6 6.0 2776 9.3 4766

None Reported 95.9 0 4.1 7077
Positive Value Reported 17.7 41.9 2776 40.4 3374

Expected Nontaxable Income 78.6 5.9 1163 15.5 2524
None Reported 87.2 0 12.8 2855
Positive Value Reported 27.6 41.1 1163 31.3 1720

Home Equity 93.4 2.7 5570 3.9 6323
None Reported 99.1 0 0.9 21560
Positive Value Reported 44.8 25.3 5570 29.8 2583

Using a + $50 tolerance
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TABLE 5-9
RATES AND AMOUNTS OF DISCREPANCY* IN

SELECTED hPPLIOAT/ON ITEMS FOR
DEPENDENT STUDRNTS IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS,

1985-86

No Reported Values Reported Values

Selected Application Items pillqmgma Against the Applicant Favoring The Applicant

Mean
Percent Percent Discrepancy($)

Adjusted Gross Income 83.4 7.4 6353

Father's Earned Income 72.9 13.9 6778

Mother's Earned Income 80.3 9.9 3483

U.S. Income Tax 73.9 18.0 1224

Cash, Checking and Savings 68.3 11.8 4595

Number in College P5.1 4.9 N/A

Household Size 78.8 6.8 N/A

Home Equity 53.0 9.8 22,969

None Reported 80.2 0 --

Positive Value Reported 42.1 13.8 22,969

Other Non-Taxable Income 68.9 0

None Reported 63.3 0

Positive Value Reported 77.9 0

Dependent Student's Net Assets 65.6 0

None Reported 63.1 0

Positive Value Reported 70.5 0

Medical Expense h8.0 0 1065

None Reported 25.7 13.3 1298

Positive Value Reported 57.7 23.7 993

* Using a + $50 tolerance 108

Percent
Mean

DiscrepancY($)

9.1 3504

13.2 6220

9.8 5102

8.1 1374

19.9 1296

10.1 N/A

18.9 N/A

37.2 15,869

19.8 33,576
44.1 12,693

31.1 1177

36.7 1142

22.1 1138

34.4 451

36.9 430

29.5 500

12.0 709

0

18.6 709



Of the Campus-Based recipients who reported to be independent, 8.6
1

percent were found to be dependent. Table 6-8 presents discrepancies for

independent Campus-Based recipients. Student's expected taxable income

is misreported more often than any other application item for independent

recipients and is underestimated nearly twice as often as overestimated.

Less than 20 percent of the independent recipients who reported a

positive value for spouse's expected taxable income estimated it within

$50 of the best value. Over half of the independent recipients who

reported owning a home failed to report home equity within $50 of the

best value.

Of the Campus-Based recipients who reported to be dependent, 0.5
1

percent were found to be independent. Table 5-9 presents discrepancies

for dependent Campus-Based recipients. Home equity is misreported more

often than any other application item for dependent recipients. Nearly

one-half of all dependent students misreported home equity.

Underreporting of home equity was nearly four times as frequent as

overreporting.

Marginal Errors Associated with Individual Application Items

In order to measure the effects of misreporting of application items

on Campus-Based need, one must look beyond item discrepancy to marginal

error. The application items are mapped into an Expected Family

1 Tables presenting the rates of dependency status errors in the Pell,
Campus-Based, and GSL Programs are contained in Appendix E.
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Contribution (EFC) by the Family Contribution Formula or one of several

similar EFC algorithms approved by the Department of Education.

Campus-Based need is determined by subtracting the EFC and the total

other aid (including Pell) received from the cost of attendance. The

school, in individual cases, may adjust the calculated EFC if it believes

that the figure does not accurately reflect the applicant's ability to

contribute to his or her education. The actual Campus-Based award is not

required to meet, but cannot exceed, the computed need. Application

items not only affect the EFC, but also affect the Pell Grant which is

considered among the other aid. An increase in AGI, for example, might

cause the EFC to increase, but might also decrease the Pell Grant at the

same time. It is often difficult to predict the effect that a change in

an application item will have on Campus-Based need, especially for Pell

recipients. Marginal student need error measures the effects of

misreporting of application items on student need error. The marginal

errors are calculated by first determining a baseline need using the EFC,

other aid and cost of attendance used by the school. The marginal need

is then calculated for each item by replacing the reported value with the

best value and holding all other parameters constant. The marginal error

for an application item is the difference between the baseline need and

the marginal need. When the marginal need ialls below the actual award

that the student received, a marginal payment error occurs. The marginal

need error for an application item measures the need error removed if

that item were independently verified. The sum of the marginal need

errors does not equal the net student need error. The sum of the error

removed by independently verifying each application item is not the same

as the error removed by verifying all application items at once.
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Table 5-10 lists rates and amounts of marginal Campus-Based need

error for selected individual application items. Statistics are given

for all students as well as for independent and dependent students

separately. The application items are listed in descending order of net

program-wide marginal need error. The last item listed, AGI, has a net

marginal need error of $8.5 million in understatements. The absolute

marginal need error for AGI is $74.7 million. AGI was ircluded in this

list because of its underlying importance in need calculation and because

of its large absolute marginal need error.

A comparison of the statistics for home equity for dependent students

illustrates the difference between item discrepancy and marginal error.

Table 5-9 shows that 37.2 percent of all dependent students understated

home equity by an average of $15,869. Table 5-10 shows that this level

of understatement leads to an a',erage of $475 in overstatement of need

among 13.2 percent of depende4t students.

Marginal Errors Associated with Groups of Application Items

The concept of marginal need error can also be extended to groups of

application items in the Campus-Based programs. This approach is similar

to that used in Pell. However, need rather than awards are analyzed.

The baseline need is the same as for individual item marginals. The

marginal need is calculated by replacing reported values with best values

for selected groups of application items. For example, marginal income

tax item error is calculated by using best values for adjusted gross

income, U.S. income taxes, exemptions, income portions, medical
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__NaLLABOIL_

(Within $50)
Percent

TABLE 5-11
INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION ITEMS WING A

SIGMFICNIT IMPACT ON PROGRAN-WIDE
CAMPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR*, 198546

UNDERSTATENENT

Total
tersent Memo ft

OVERSTATEMENT
NET NEED

ERROR
Awards in

Total Excess f Need
tenant. Hew (S NIliiaeai (1 Minims) Willions)

Tttal

Student's Expected Taxable Income 83.9 5.7 988 71.5 10.4 1393 186.3 24.4
Independents 57.7 13.3 1022 61.0 28.9 1415 183.2 24.4
Dependents 98.0 1.5 827 10.4 0.5 725 3.1 0

Student's Expectzd Non-Taxable Income 91.1 2.5 823 26.3 6.4 1701 140.3 35.9
Independents 81.8 4.9 1028 22.3 13.4 1824 109.0 29.4
Dependents 96.0 1.2 388 4.0 2.7 1378 31.3 6.5

Household Size 87.4 4.2 428 22.8 8.5 753 81.6 17.9
Independents 95.5 1.6 564 4.1 2.4 501 5.4 0.4
Dependents 82.8 5.5 406 18.7 11.7 781 76.1 17.5

Number in College 92.8 3.1 575 22.6 4.1 934 49.1 13.0
Independents 98.4 1.1 2029 9.9 0.5 889 2.1 0.4
Dependents 89.9 4.1 368 12.6 6.0 937 47.0 12.7

im Dependency Status 96.8 1.4 893 15.4 1.8 1777 41.4 15.9
I Independents 91.8 3.6 890 14.2 4.6 1874 38.9 14.8

.C. Dependents 99.5 0.2 922 1.2 0.3 966 2.4 1.1

Other Non-Taxable Income 86.1 4.2 354 18.8 9.7 341 42.5 6.8
Independents 94.8 5.2 354 8.3 0 -- -- --
Dependents 81.5 3.6 355 10.5 15.0 341 42.5 6.8

Student's Spouse's Expected Income 96.5 1.3 1540 25.2 2.2 1753 49.8 9.6
Independents 90.0 3.7 1540 25.2 6.4 1753 49.8 9.6
Dependents 100 0 -- -- 0 -- -- __

Home Equity 85.9 5.0 553 35.1 9.2 494 58.0 16.0
Independents 97.9 0.5 515 1.0 1.7 767 5.8 0.8
Dependents 79.4 7.4 554 34.1) 13.2 475 52.2 15.9

Dependent Student's and Spouse's Assets 84.7 2.9 94 2.3 12.4 227 23.5 4.9
(Dependent Students Only)

Adjusted Gross Income 91.4 3.8 854 41.6 4.8 541 33.1 11.3
Independents 96.5 1.4 850 5.4 2.0 554 5.1 0
Dependents 88.7 5.1 855 36.2 6.2 539 28.0 11.3

*Using a t $50 tolerance

li

114.8
122.2
-7.3

114.0
86.7
27.3

58.7
1.3

57.4

26.5
-7.8
34.4

26.0
24.7
1.2

23.7
4.3
32.0

24.5
24.6
--

22.9
4.8
18.2

21.2

-8.5
-0.3
-8.2
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deductions, and itemized deductions; and repc,rted values for all other

application items. Looking at groups of application items could identify

potential focal points for corrective actions given the similar nature of

the items within a group.

Table 5-11 lists marginal errors for selected groups of application

items. Application items have been logically grouped to represent groups

of items that might be verified concurrently. The table shows that if

the best values for all prospective items were known, an estimated $570

million in absolute need error and over $91 million in awards in excess

of need could be eliminated. (Prospective items are, however, the most

difficult to verify since applicants are asked to estimate future

values.) The table also shows that marginal tax item error accounts for

over $115 million in absolute need error, but results in a net need

understatement of nearly $13 million and awards in excess of need of over

$11 million.

Comparison of Ranks with Stage One

Because of changes that also have transpired in the Campus-Based

programs during the 2 years between Title IV Stage Two and Stage One

(e.g. the imposition of a minimum contribution from income for

independent students), ranks of net marginal need error associated with

application items are the most meaningful measure of comparison between

the two studies. Table 5-12 lists the ranks for the Campus-Based

application items for 1985-86 and 1983-84. Student's taxable and

non-taxable income have consistently been ranked one and two. Dependency

status continues to rank high, falling one position from fourth to
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TABLE 5-11
GROUPS OF APPLICATION ITEMS

HAVING A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON
CANPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR.,

1985-86

_IRLEPZIR_

(Within $50)
__fergent___

IMIDERSIAIEKRL_

Total
(t Millions)

OvERSTATENENT
NET NEED

_ERROR__

Total
(S Millions)Penal Man fermi Hun

Total
IS Millions)

Awards in
Excess of

Need
fS Millions)

Prospective Income Items 76.1 7.1 1037 93.8 16.9 1601 345.6 64.8 251.8
Independents 42.7 15.1 1174 79.4 42.2 1648 311.3 58.4 231.9
Dependents 94.0 2.8 631 14.4 3.2 1275 34.3 6.5 19.9

Household Size and
Number in College 83.7 6.1 536 47 9 10.2 805 105.4 25.7 63.5

Independents 94.6 2.6 1205 13 2.9 553 7.2 0.8 -6.6

u,
i

Dependents

All Promctive Items

77.8

62.6

8.0

11.5

421

850

28..

125.5

14.2

25.8

833

1345

98.2

444.5

24.9

91.5

70.1

319.0N
cn

Independents
Dependents

41.7
73.9

15.7

9.3
1231

505
86.5
39.0

42.7
16.8

1642

938
313.5
131.0

60.4
31.1

227.0
92

Income Tax Items 79.8 9.9 503 64.0 10.3 388 51.1 11.6 -12.9
Independents 95.1 1.8 743 6.1 3.0 483 6.6 0.9 0.5
Dependents 71.5 14.3 486 57.9 14.2 377 44.6 10.7 -13.3

Non-Taxable Items 85.4 4.3 301 16.4 10.4 389 51.6 8.7 35.2
Independents 95.0 4.3 229 4.4 0.7 1250 3.6 0.7 -0.8
Dependents 80.2 4.2 341 11.9 15.6 370 48.0 8.0 36.1

Asset Items 80.9 7.7 447 44.0 11.4 471 69.0 16.4 25.0
Independents 92.5 2.2 227 2.3 5.3 435 10.3 1.0 8.0
Dependents 74.6 10.6 472 41.7 ,4.8 478 58.8 15.3 17.1

*Using a t $50 tolerance



TABLE 5-12
A COMPARISON OF RANKS OF IMPACT ON NET PROGRAM-WIDE CAMPUS-BASED

STUDENT NEED ERROR FOR INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION ITEMS
1983-84 AND 1985-86

Item
Ranks

1985-86 1983-84

Student's Expected Taxable Income 1 1

Student's Expected Nontaxable Income 2 2

Household Size 3 5

Number in College 4 24

Dependency Status 5 4

Other Nontaxable Income 6 9

Student's Spouse's Expected Income 7 2

Home Equity 8 19

Dependent Student's Net Assets 9 7

Social Security Benefits 10 12

Federal Taxes Paid 11 11

Investment Equity 12 21

Father's/Student's Earned Income 13 8

Business/Farm Equity 14 16

Educational VA Benefits 15 10

AFDC 16 14

Dependent's Nontaxable Income 17 15

Elementary and Secondary Tuition 18 17

Parent's Marital Status 19

Student's Marital Status 20 --

Cash/Checking/Savings 21 22

Mother's/Spouse's Earned Income 22 23

Dependent Student's Adjusted Gross Income 23 13

Adjusted Gross Income 24 6

Medical Expenses 25 20
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fifth. Number in college moved signiiicantly up the scale, rising from

twenty-fourth to fourth. Home equity also moved up the scale from

nineteenth to eighth. Adjusted gross income fell from sixth to

twenty-fourth in the ranking. Many of the reasons for these changes in

rankings are unclear given available data.

5.2.2 Institutional Error

Campus-Based institutional error can be separated into seven

components:

Errors in Factoring Pell Awards: The Pell award used by
the institution in determining need for the Campus-Based
programs differs from the award that should have been used
based on reported SAI, best cost of attendance, and best
enrollment status. These errors can cause both need errors
and awards in excess of need.

Cost of Attendance Error: The cost of attendance used by
the institution in determining need differs from the cost of
attendance they should have used according to program
regulations and their own policies. COA errors can cause
need errors and awards in excess of need.

EFC Error: The institution made unexplained adjustments to
one or more data elements comprising the EFC formula. This
could lead to need errors or awards in excet:s of need.

Errors in Factoring GSL Awards: In cases where GSL was
packaged before Campus-Based aid, the GSL resource used by
the institution in determining need differs from the resource
that should have been used controlling for any institutional
errors made in certifi'ng the GSL. This error can cause need
errors and awards in excess of need.

Initial Overawards: The amount of Campus-Based aid awarded
exceeded the amount of need calculated using all reported
values. These errors can only cause awards in excess of need.

Disbursement Error: The amount of Campus-Based aid
disbursed exceeded the amount accepted by the recipient
except for College Work-Study where up to a $200 overaward
was acceptable. These errors can only cav-s awards in excess
of need.
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Categorical Error: Combined impact of awards to students
with the following mistakes:

- - Having a Bachelor's Degree in the SEOG program

- - Not making Satisfactory Academic Progress (second and

later disbursements only)

- - Not having a Financia_ Aid Transcript (second and later
disbursements only)

- - Not havina a Selective Service Compliance Statement

- - Defaulting on a loan at that institution

- - Not having a Statement of Educational Purpose.

Categorical errors only cause awards in excess of need. A breakdown of

these individual categori,al errors is presented in Appendix C.

Table 5-13 describes each of the Campus-Based marginal institutional

errors. Errors in factoring Pell awards occur the most frequently,

almost 20 percentage points more than any of the other errors. While

most of the error in factoring Pell awards was founo among Pell

recipients, even persons not receiving a Pell award could have this type

of error. Because Pell, as an entitlement program, is always supposed to

be considered first before awarding other Title IV aid (see 34 CFR

674.14(d), 675.14(d), 676.14(d), and USDE Dear Collc-ague letter #G-86-79

April 1986, p. 4), an error could occur if an institution did not

properly factor into the need determination the Pell award a student was

entitled to even if he or she chose not to accept it.

Institutional errors made in disbursing the Pell award and

differences between the Pell award actually disbursed and the award used

in calculating Campus-Based need contribute about equally to the total
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Errors in Factoring
Pell Awards

Cost of Attendance
Error

EFC Error

Errors in Factoring
GSL Awards

Initial Overawards**

Disbursement Error**

Categorical Error**

ALERIOR__

(Within $50)

Bersent__

11'.4pg kW*-24°-`_"":

TABLE S-13
SIGNIFICANT COMPONENTS Of INSTITUTIONAL

NEED ERROR* IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS,
-1985-66

UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENTS
Awards in

Total Total Excess of NeedWant mom Millions) fermi Mein fl Millions) IS Nillionst

NET NEED

_AMOR_
Total

($ Millions)

77.3 14.1 574 103.6 8.6 642 70.9 2.9 -32.6

97.4 1.6 1518 31.5 1.0 2104 25.8 0.5 -5.7

99.6 0.3 245 0.9 0.1 872 1.6 0.8 0.7

98.9 0.3 1850 6.4 0.8 2291 23.3 0.5 16.9

94.4 N/A 5.6 656 N/A 47.2

95.8 N/A 4.3 734 N/A 42.8

96.9 N/A 3.1 1121 N/A 45.0

" Using a ± $50 tolerance
1

** Awards in excess of need only
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amount of error attributed to incorrectly factoring Pell awards. Since

need is usually determined at the beginning of the program year, changes

in the amount cf the Pell award during the year could cause the Pell

diebursed to differ from the Pell used in calculating need. The fact

that there was a small amount of awards in excess of need associated with

errors in factoring Pell awards even though there was a high amount of

need error, may indicate that institutions only adjust need to account

for changes in the Pell award if it causes total aid received to exceed

need. Changes that only affect the amount by which need exceeds aid

received could be ignored as inconsequential.

Initial overawards and disbursement errors both contributed

significantly to awards in excess of need although they occurred in only

about 5 percent of cases. An initial overaward occurs when an

institution awards a student too much aid using all reported data.

Because we were not always able to determine the other aid actually used

by the institution in determining need, initial overawards captures

institutions' failures to account for all aid sources in addition to

their failure to coordinate all aid received. Initial overawards and

disbursement errors both point to institutional problems in tracking all

of the sources of financial assistance received by a single student. The

relative infrequency of these errors, however, increases the difficulty

of uncovering underlying causes and developing corrective actions.

In Table 5-14 a comparison between 1983-84 and 1985-86 of the percent

of cases with awards in excess of need for each of the marginal
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TABLE 5-14
COMPONENTS OF INSTITUTIONAL ERROR*

IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS, 1985-85 AND 1953-84

PERCENTAGE OF CASES NITS AWARDS IN EXCESS OF NEED

1985-86 1983-84

Cost of Attendance Error 0.2 0.7

Errors in Factoring 0.9 0.5
Pell Awards

Initial Overawards 5.6 4.0

EFC Error 0.1 0.1

Disbursement Error 4.3 3.2

Categorical Error 3.1 3.7

* Using a +$50 tolerance

121
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institutional errors is presented. The general order of magnitude of the

errors remained consistent between studies with no component occurring

frequently. Given the previously mentioned difficulties in making

comparisons across studies, it would be unwise to attach much

significance to the relatively minor changes reflected in the Table.

5.3 SIGNIFICANT ERRORS IN THE GSL PROGRAM

This section presents components of error in the GSL program. In

Chapter 4, overall GSL certification error was decomposed into student

error and institutional error. This section will present the effects of

misreporting dependency status and family adjusted gross income on

student certification error and the effects of institutional inaccuracies

on institutional error.

5.3.1 Student Error in the GSL Program

Because of the $30,000 familt, AGI threshold described in Chapter 4,

the application items used for the Pell and Campus-Based programs do not

affect GSL certifications for applicants whose family AGI is $30,000 or

less. For applicants reporting $30,000 or less in family AGI,

overcertifications and hence, significant marginal student error can

occur only if the actual family AGI is greater than $30,000. However,

because reauthorization requires need analysis for all GSL applicants, we

analyzed application errors regardless of their affect on

overcertifications. Table 5-15 presents student application

V
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TABLE 5-15
insamppacr RATES FOR STUOMMT APPLICATION ITIMS

IN THE GSL PROGRAM, 1985-86

No Discrepancy
(within 850)

Discrepancy Against
Applicant

Discrepancy Favoring
Applicant

Percent Percent Percent

AGI

Independent
Dependent

U.S. Taxes
Independent
Dependent

82.2
81.9
82.4

69.2
76.2

64.8

8.7

10.2
7.7

24.9
20.2
28.0

9.1
7.9
9.8

5.9
3.6
7.4

Father/Student Income 62.9 12.0 25.1
Independent 65.8 11.5 22.6
Dependent 61.0 12.4 26.7

Mother/Spouse Income 75.2 7.0 17.8
Independent 83.4 5.4 11.2
Dependent 69.8 8.0 22.2

Social Security Benefits 98.4 0.9 0.7
Independent 98.2 1.8 0.0
Dependent 98.6 0.3 1.1

AFDC Benefits 99.3 0.2 0.5
Independent 99.3 0.2 0.5
Dependent 99.4 0.2 0.5

Other Non Taxable Income 67.6 0.0 32.4
Independent 75.5 0.0 24.5
Dependent 62.4 0.0 37.6

Medical Expenses 70.5 20.2 9.3
Independent 86.3 12.9 0.8
Dependent 60.0 25.0 14.9



TABU 5-15
DISCREPANCY MAUS FOR STUDENT APPLICATION YIRMS

IN TH8 GSL PROGRAM, 1985-86 (Continued)

No Discrepancy
(within 850)

Discrepancy Against
Applicant

Discrepancy Favoring
Applicant

Percent Percent Percent

Elementary & Secondary
Tuition 96.0 3.5 0.5

Independent 98.9 1.1 0.0
Dependent 94.1 5.1 0.8

Dependent's Income 86.1 3.5 10.4
Independent 100.0 0.0 0.0
Dependent 77.0 5.8 17.2

Dependent's U.S. Taxes 91.0 7.3 1.7
Independent 100.0 0.0 0.0
Dependent 85.0 12.1 2.9

Dependent's Non Taxable
Income 95.0 2.1 2.9

Independent 100.0 0.0 0.0
Dependent 91.8 3.4 4.8

Dependent's Net Assets 75.5 0.4 24.1
Independent 100.0 0.0 0.0
Dependent 59.4 0.7 39.9

Cash, Savings and Checking 64.2 8.1 27.6
Independent 68.1 2.9 29.0
Dependent 61.7 11.6 26.7

Home Equity 60.2 6.2 33.5
Independent 86.6 1.5 11.9
Dependent 42.9 9.3 47.8

124



TABLE 5-15
DISCREPANCT RATES FOR STUDENT APPLICATION ITEMS

IN THE GSL PROGRAM, 1985-86 (Continued)

No Discrepancy
(within $50)

Discrepancy Against
Applicant

Discrepancy Favoring
Applicant

Percent Percent Percent

Business Farm Equity
Independent
Dependent

98.2
98.7

97.8

0.7
0.3
0.9

1.2

0.9
1.3

Investment Equity 90.7 0.9 8.4
Independent 95.6 0.1 4.2
Dependent 87.5 1.5 11.1

Student's Expected Income 25.2 19.9 55.0
Independent 22.6 19.9 57.4

cri Dependent 26.8 19.8 53.4

Spouse's Expected Income 90.1 2.1 7.8
Independent 76.2 5.4 18.4
Dependent 99.3 0.0 0.7

Expected Non Taxable Income 91.0 2.5 6.6
Independent 82.9 5.1 11.9
Dependent 96.3 0.7 3.0

Educational VA Benefits 99.3 0.1 0.6
Independent 98.3 0.3 1.4
Dependent 100.0 0.0 0.0
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discrepancies for all students, and independent and dependent students as 1

Table 5-16 presents the level of dependency status error and its

effects on student certification error. Just over 6 percent of the GSL

recipients who claimed to be independent were actually dependent. This

is down from over 10 percent in Stage One. Among students claiming

independence, the student certification error rate for students who

misreported dependency status was over five times as high as for those

who correctly reported dependency status. Among students claiming

independence, the mean error was more than double for those with

dependency status error.

Table 5-17 presents the frequency of crossing the $30,000 AGI

threshold and the effects of this activity on student certification

error. Of the GSL recipients who reported $30,000 or less in family AGI,

just over 2 percent had best family AGI of over $30,000. This is

approximately the same level observed in Stage One. A slightly higher

percentage of applicants had family AGI of over $30,000 in Stage Two than

in Stage One. The student certification error rate and mean error are

much higher for recipients who reported less than $30,000 in family AGI,

but were verified above $30,000, than any other cell in Table 5-17.

Applicants who reported over $30,000 in family AGI and were verified

above the threshold also had a high error rate. This is because

misreporting other application items can lead to student error for

recipients in that cell.
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TABLE 5-16
EFFECTS OP DEPENDENCY 81742US ERRORS

ON STUDENT CERTIFICATION ERROR* IN THZ
GSI, PROGRAM, 1985-86

BEST DEPENDENCY STATUS

Independent Dependent

Population
Percent

Mean Percent of
Error(8) Total Error

Error
Rate (%)

Population
Percent

Mean Percent of
Error(8) Total Error

Error
Rate (%)

Reported Dependency

1985-86 1983-84 194-86 1983-84Status

Independent 33.4 34.9 62 17.0 1.4 2.2 4.2 135 2.4 7.9

Dependent 0.5 0.e 0 0 0 63.9 60.2 155 80.7 17.1

* Using a $50 tolerance
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TABLE 5-17
EFFECTS OP CROSSING THE $30,000 Emu MI

THRESHOLD ON STUMM CERTIFICATION ERROR IN THE
GSL PROGRAM *

1985-1986

BEST FAMILY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME

$30,000 or Less

Population Mean Percent of Error
Percent Error($) Total Error Rate (%)

Over $30,000

Population Mean Percent of Error
Percent Error(E) Total Error Rate (%)

Reported Family Adjusted

1985-86 1983-84

3 1.7

0.0

1.1

0.0

1985-86 1983-84

1182

309

14.6

83.8

Gross Income

$30,000 or Less

Over $30,000

63.7

1.5

72.2

0.1

1.5

33.2

1.6

26.3

*Using a $50 tolerance

64.0

29.8
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5.3.2 Institutional Error

GSL institutional certification error can be classified into seven

mutually exclusive categories:

Errors in Factoring Fell Awards: The Pell award used by
the institution in determining the GSL certification differs
from the award that should have been used based on reported
SAI, best cost of attendance, and best enrollment status.

Cost of Attendance Error: The cost of attendance used by
the institution in determining the GSL certification differs
from the cost of attendance they should have used according
to program regulations and their own policies.

EFC Error: The institution did not properly calculate the
EFC given the data reported by the student.

Errors in Factoring Campus-Based Awards: In cases where
Campus-Based aid was packaged before GSL, the &mount of

Campus-Based aid used by the institution in determining the
certification differs from the resource that should have been
used controlling for any institution errors made in awarding
Campus-Based aid to avoid double counting errors.

Error in Factoring Other Aid: The amount of other aid used
by the institution in determining the certification differs
from the amount of other aid that should have %en counted as
a resource.

Initial Overawards: The amount of GSL certified exceeded
the amount of need calculated using all reported values.

Categorical Error: Combined impact of awards to students
with the following mistakes:

- - not having a Selective Service Compliance Statement
- - defaulting on a loan at that institution

A breakdcwn of these individual categorical errors is presented in

Appendix C.

Table 5-18 describes each of the GSL marginal institutional

certification errors. Errors made by institutions in computing EFC had
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TABLE S-18
evolurriornikmm ohniumnmlimmwa. sum TWW.MWMIRIPMWAWISVW^WINAWS.WMWS. WWWIWWWWW10 WW AiWe AU

CERTIFICATION ERROR* IN THE GSL PROGRAN,1985-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION

(Within $50)
Percent Percent Mean

Total**
($ Millions)

Errors in Factoring 96.3 3.8 643 84.6
Pell Awards

Cost of Attendance 99.8 0.2 635 5.3
Error

EFC Error 93.8 6.2 1192 26U.0

Errors in Factoring 97.9 2.2 551 41.5
Other Aid

Errors in Factoring 98.4 1.6 589 32.6
Campus-Based Aid

Initial Overawards 96.7 3.3 1117 129.9

Categorical Error 98.7 1.3 3043 142.8

*Using a $50 tolerance
**Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures
should be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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the largest impact on certification error. There are three possible

areas where institutions can make mistakes in computing the EFC to use in

the GSL program:

Use of an EFC different from the EFC used in awarding
Campus-Based aid.

Failure to use the GSL Tables properly.

Incorrect determination of whether family adjusted gross
income is over or under $30,000 given data provided by the
student.

Of the three potential mistakes, the failure to use the GSL Tables

properly had the largest impact on EFC error. In almost one-fourth of

the cases where the GSL Tables were the method used to calculate EFC,

there was a certification error caused by the fact that the institution

arrived at the wrong EFC given student-reported data on adjusted gross

income, household size, and number in postsecondary education. In a

small percentage of cases, institutions miscalculated whether adjusted

gross income was over or under $30,000 because they failed to include

dependent students income in the calculation of income for GSL

purposes. Institutions also occasionally made different adjustments to

the EFC used for GSL purposes than they did to the EFC used in awarding

Campus-Based aid or used the GSL Tables for students also receiving

Campus-Based aid.

As was the situation in the Campus-Based programs, initial overawards

were a significant source of institutional error. In conjunction with

errors in factoring other aid, this indicates institutional problems in

identifying and coordinating all sources of aid received. Errors in
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factoring Pell awards and Campus-Based aid demn-s;..rate the interaction

between programs where errors in one program affect the eligibility for

another. Errors in factoring Pell awards was a problem in GSL just as it

was for the Campus-Based programs.

In Table 5-19 a comparison between 1983-84 and 1985-86 of the percent

of cases containing each of the marginal institutional certification

errors iF presented. Because of design changes suggested during the

analysis of the Stage One data, we measured certification error

attributable to EFC error and initial overawards in Stage Two even though

they were not measured in the prior study. The data reveals an increase

in error associated with errors in factoring Pell awards and a decrease

in cost of attendance errors.



TABLE 5-19
CONPONENTS or INSTITUTIONAL ERROR

IN THZ GSL PROGRAM, 1985-86 AND 1983-84

PERCENTAGE OF CASES WITH OVERCERTIFICATION*

t

1985-86 1983-84

Errors in Factoring 3.8 1.7
Pell Awards

Cost of Attendance Error 0.2 1.5

Errors in Factoring 3.8 4.2
Other Aid/Campus-Based Aid**

Categorical Error 1.3 1.5

Using a $50 tolerance
In the 1983-84 study, errors in factoring other aid and
Campus-Based aid were calculated together.
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6.0

ANALYSIS OF STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERRORS I THE TITLE IV PROGRAMS

This chapter presents the results of our analysis of the

characteristics associated with student and institutional error. The

following sections in this chapter present those characteristics that,

after thorough analysis, are significantly related to the prevalence of

error in the Pell, Campus-Based, and GSL programs. The analyses

presented for each of the programs breakdown the characteristics

associated with student error, as well as the characteristics associated

with institutional error.

In formulating the analysis for this chapter, we developed a

comprehensive set of characteristics, both of students and of

institutions, that we believed would be related to student and

institutional error and could offer some insigk't to the underlying source

of errors in the Title IV programs. After preliminary analyses of this

comprehensive set of characteristics, only a small subset of the

characteristics were found to be statistically significant in their

association with student and institutional error rates. An even smaller

subset of those characteristics suggested relationships that were

meaningful and not spurious in nature. Therefore, the tables and

corresponding analyses presented in this chapter are only those that meet

the following two criteria:

The characteristic is statistically significant in its

association with error, and
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If statistically significant, the characteristic suggests a
meaningful relationship and an insight to the source of error
in the program.

The characteristics presented in this chapter are only a portion of those

we analyzed. The characteristics we tested for association with error

included items such as student/family income and tax items, student's

year in college, the number of recipients at the institution,

institutional validation items, as well as many others. A complete list

of the characteristics we tested for association with student and

institutional error is presented in Appendix D.

The errors analyzed and presented in this chapter are aggregate

student and institutional errors. The errors analyzed in this chapter

are not the significant marginal errors presented in Chapter 5, but

rather the student and institutional errors presented in Charter 4.

Furthermore, while Chapter 4 compared the student and institutional

errors for the current study with previous national studies, similar

comparisons are neither applicable nor desired for the analyses in this

chapter. This chapter analyzes the student and institutional

characteristics associated with student and institutional errors in the

current study. These characteristics are important pieces of information

for ED to have in order to assess the adequacy of current or future

validation efforts in particular. Comparisons with previous

characteristics are useful only when assessing past validation efforts.

Frequencies of marginal errors and large variances around these estimates

make such analyses inadvisable.
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Finally, thm analyses presented in this chapter only test for

association with error. Causal relationships are not implied, nor can

they be inferred. More complex analyses involving multivariate models

will follow in Corrective Actions.

6.1 ANALYSIS Of STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERROR ACROSS TUE
TITLE IV PROGRAMS

The following section presents our findings of the similarities of

characteristics for student and institutional errors across the Pell,

Campus-Based, and GSL programs. When presenting the similarities of the

characteristics for student errors across the programs, it is important

to make the distinction between characteristics associated with student

error for dependent students and characteristics associated with student

error for independent students. Therefore, throughout this chapter, our

analysis of student characteristics associated with student error make

the distinction between dependent and independent students.

6.1.1 Analysis of Student Error Across the Title IV Programs

Several characteristics were associated with student error across the

Pell, Campus-Based, and GSL programs. The characteristics commonly

associated with student error across the programs included one

institutional characteristic as well as several student characteristics.

The common characteristic of institutions that was related to student

error in all of the programs was the type and control of the

institution. In particular, students at private (not for profit)
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institutions exhibited higher rates of student errors for the Pell,

Campus-Based, and GSL programs.

Student characteristics commonly associated with student error across

the programs are the tax filing status and marital status of the parents

and the size of the household for dependent students. For independent

students the commonly associated characteristics were the tax filing

st-cus and marital status of the student (the filing status and marital

status of the parents are not applicable for independent students).

Dependent and independent students whose IRS filing status was joint were

associated with higher rates of student error as were those whose marital

status (of the parents for dependent students and of the student for

independent students) was married. Other characteristics were associated

with student error in one or two of the programs, but none with all three.

The bivariate analyses we present in this chapter show where

characteristics were significantly related to student error. However,

because, in many cases, these associations did not suggest the cause of

the underlying relationship, and in order to test if some of the

characteristics were correlated with other characteristics (e.g.

effective family income), we tested for the significance of the

characteristics using a multivariate analysis. The results of this

multivariate analysis are presented at the end of this chapter.

6.1.2 Analysis of Institutional Error Across the Title IV Programs

Three institutional characteristics seem to be predominantly related

to institutional error in the Pell, Campus-Based, and GSL programs. In
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addition to these three basic institutional characteristics, there are

others tint are associated with error in one or two of the three

programs, but not all three. The three characteristics that are

significantly related to institutional error across the programs are:

Type and control of the institution
Number of recipients in the respective program at the
institution, and
Academic calendar used by the institution.

In addition to these three characteristics, the number of

clerical/data entry, full-time equivalent employees (FTE's), the number

of professional staff FTE's, and the institution's use of automated

procedures were significantly related to institutional error in the Pell

and Campus-Based programs, and the need analysis system used by tilt

institution was related to institutional error in the GSL program.

6.2 CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERROR IN
THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM

Many characteristics were found to be associated with student and

institutional error in the Pell Grant program. The following is a list

of the *-1racteristics that are associated with student error, followed

by a list of characteristics that are associated with institutional error.

Characteristics of Dependent Students Associated With Pell
Student Error.

Parents' tax filing status
Date of application
Parents' marital status
Effective family income
Household size
Numbers in household enrolled in postsecondary institutions
Student's age

6-5
140



Characteristics of Independent Students Associated With Pell Student
Error.

Student's tax filing status
Student's marital status
Effertive family income

Institutional Characteristics Associated with Pell Student Error.

Type and Control of the Institution

Institutional Characteristics Associated With Institutional Pell
Error.

Type and Cont1,J1 of the Institution
Number of Pell recipients
Academic calendar
U6e of automated procedures
Number of clerical or data entry FTE's
Number of professional staff FTE's

6.2.1 Characteristics Associated With Student Error in the Pell Grant
Program

Dependent Students

It is predictable that a distinct set of student or family

characteristics would be associated with Pell student error for dependent

stidents since data for the student's parents as well as data for the

student are used to determine eligibility and award. Parents filing

status is significantly associated with the occurrence of Pell student

error.

6-6
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Table 6-1 indicates that parents of dependent students filing joint

v.:turns were more likely to have Pell student error than nonfilers, those

filing separately, or those filing a single return. This finding is most

likely related to the fact that those families filing joint returns have

a more complex financial profile, including higher income and perhaps

assets. Non-filers (recipients and/or their families signing a statement

that they did not, and will not, file an income tax return) have lower

income and therefore changes in application data are less likely to cause

student error.

The date of application is also significantly associated with Pell

student error. Table 6-2 indicates that families applying before June 1

for the 1985-86 academic year were more likely to have Pell student

errors than families applying on or after June 1. This is most likely

caused by a combination of estimating income prior to filing taxes and

due to changes in family characteristics (e.g., household size and number

in college) prior to enrollment for the 1985-86 academic year. Parents'

marital status is also significantly associated with error. Table 6-3

indicates that Pell student error occurred most frequently among

derendent students whose parents were married.

Table 6-4 shows that, for dependent students, the families effective

family income was significantly associated with student error in the Pell

Grant program. This table shows that students with higher levels of

effective family income had higher rates of student error. This pattern

6-7
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TANA 6-4
PELL STUMM MDR BY

PARENTS' IRSHFIUNGSTATUS FOR
DISPINICMIT

1985-86

110 RUMOR UNONNANARD OVIRINMRD
(Within $50) Total Total

Parents' IRS Filing Status Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Nun ($ Millions)

Did Not File 85.6 5.4 694 7.3 9.1 707 12.6
(12.9% of Recipients)

Joint Return 49.7 13.3 295 33.6 37.0 487 154.1
(56.5% of Recipients)

Single or Separate Return 55.2 8.9 292 12.1 35.9 545 90.9
(30.7% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUAW: 60.726
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0001

("CHI-SQUARE", "DF", and "P-VALUE" all refer to the results obtained from the test for association in this and
subsequent tables.)
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Date of Application

Before June 1, 1985
(74.7% of Recipients)

On or After June 1, 1985
(25.3% of Recipients)

TABLE 6-2
PELL STUDONT =NOR BY
DAMON APPLICATION POR
DEPENDENT STUNTS,

1905-86

NO ERROR
(Within $50)

Percent

DINNINANARD

Total
OVERAIMED

Total
Percent Mean Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

510 207.053.2 11.0 300 37.3 35.9

64.3 10.9 377 15.7 24.8 530 50.3

CHI-SQUARE: 11.981
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0021
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Parents' Marital Status

Married
(59.1% of Recipients)

Not Married
(40.9% of Recipients)

TANA 6-3
PI1LL =Est

PARROTS° smarm suns YOR
tapureir 811E4INT8.

1985-86

110 ERROR

(Within $50)
Percent Percent Mean

UNDERNIARD
Total

OVERAWRD
Total

($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

50.4 13.0 308 35.8 36.6

66.4 7.9 345 16.9 28.5

490

558

160.4

98.5

I

CHI-SQUARE: 18.863
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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TAM 6-4
PELL SWIM =NOR

BY EFFICTIVE:FMIULT =OW
FOR OUPSIMANt'STUOMMTS,

1985-86

te61

MO IRROR UNORRIMRD OVERNARD
(Within $50) Total Total

Xffective Family Income (*) Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Milliner)

0-10,000 80.8 3.8 636 13.0 15.5 385 32.1
(35.5% of Recipients)

10,001-15,000 49.6 12.2 273 12.3 38.3 579 81.9
(24.4% of Recipients)

15,001-20,000 43.7 17.6 240 13.1 38.7 462 55.5
(20.5% of Recipients)

OVER 20,000 15.5 32.1 289 27.5 52.4 446 69.3
(19.6% of Recipients)

CRI-SQUARE: 164.279
DF: 6

P-VALUE: 0.0001



is particularly noticeable in the highest income group (over $20,000 in

effective family income) which had the highest rate of overawards (52.4

percent) as well as underawards (32.1 percent).

Analysis also indicated that household size was significantly

associated with Pell student error. Those families reporting higher

family sizes were more likely to have a Pell student error than those

reporting smaller family sizes. Table 6-5 indicates that families in the

reporting categories four, five, or six or more had the highest

frequencies of Pell student error. In addition, reported number in

college is significantly associated with error. Table 6-6 indicates that

Pell student error occurred most frequently in families reporting three

or more siblings in college. The reported age of the dependent student

is also significantly associated with Pell student error. Table 6-7

indicates that students whose reported age was over 20 were most likely

to have student error.

Independent Stueents

Three characteristics of independent students were significantly

associated with Pell student error. Similar to dependent students,

filing status was significantly associated with student error. Table 6-8

shows that Pell student error occurred most frequently in the group of

Independent students filing joint returns. As with dependent students

6-12 151



TIMM 6-5
PEEL STOW! !RIM NT

MOWS) ININNINOLD SITS FOR
INNINDMIT STOUTS.

1985-86

NO =NOR UNDERMRD OVERANRRD
(Within $50) Total Taal

2sported Household Size Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

Two 65.0 16.1 474 11.7 18.9 544 15.7
(10.1% of Recipients)

Three 60.9 10.2 254 8.9 28.9 466 46.3
(22.7% of Recipients)

Four or Five 52.3 10.9 287 22.8 36.8 543 145.8
(48.2% of Recipients)

Six or More 54.9 9.2 361 1.6 35.90 476 49.1
(19.0% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 19.581
DF: 6

P-VALUE: 0.063
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Reported Humber In College

One

(63.7% of Recipients)

Two
(28.1% of Recipients)

Three or More
(8.2% of Recipients)

TABLE 6-6
PELL STUDENT ERROR NT

EXPORTED NUMBER IN COLLEGE FOR
DEPENDENT STUDENTS,

198546

WORRROR UNDIMMED OVERRNMID
(Within $50) Total Total

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

60.7 12.1 341 39.8 27.2 547 143.5

48.4 9.6 268 10.9 42.1 469 84.0

45.9 6.5 271 2.2 47.6 504 29.8

CHI-SQUARE: 30.752
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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Reported Student's Age

Less Than 18
(16.5% of Recipients)

18,19,20
(60.6% of Recipients)

Over 20
(22.9% of Recipients)

7.;

TABLE 6-7
PELL STUDENT ERROR BT

REPORTED STUDENT'S AGE POR
DEPSIENIT STUDENTS.

1985-86

ND ERROR UNDERANARD OVERARM
(Within $50) Totel Total

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millioos) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

57.0 12.7 229 7.3 30.3 320 24.2

57.6 9.6 286 25.2 32.8 547 164.6

43.8 13.1 482 21.9 43.1 652 97.4

A

CHI-SQUARE: 22.254
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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IRS Filing Status

Did Not Pile
(24.7% of Recipients)

Joint Return
(32.2% of Recipients)

Single Or Separate Return
(43.2% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 51.784
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0001

153

TAME 6-8
PELL STUDENT ERROR NT
IRS FILING STATUS FOR
1NDEPERDENT STUDENTS.

1985-86

NO ERROR UNDERANARD ONIRANARD
(Within $50)

Percent Percent Wean
TOW

($ Millions) Percent Mean
Intel

($ Maniocs)

93.7 1.2 535 2.0 5.1 550 8.9

70.2 9.4 385 15.0 20.4 646 54.5

83.1 7.6 317 13.4 9.3 711 27.3

15)
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these are the students who are married, are likely to have higher

incomes, have the most complex financial profile, and, therefore, have

the highest likelihood of error.

Table 6-9 indicates that, as suggested above, marital status is

significantly associated with error. Pell student error occurred more

frequently among married than non-married students. Table 6-10 indicates

that effective family income, a measure of income that includes net

taxable and non-taxable income, is also significantly associated with

error. Pell student error occurred most frequently among students whose

effective family income exceeded $8,000.

Institutional Characteristics

The single institutional characteristic significantly associated with

Pell student error is institutional type and control. Table 6-11

presents the frequency and level of Pell student error by institutional

type (2-year or 4-year I control (public, private, or proprietary).

Students attending private (either 2-year or 4-year) and proprietary

institutions were more likely to have Pell student error than students at

public institutions (either 2-year or 4-year).

6-17
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Reported Students' Marital Status

Married
(31.3% of Recipients)

Not Married
(68.7% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 10.012
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0067

1 GI

TABLE 6-9
PELL srammaimmen ET

STUDENT'S MARITAL STATUS POR
INDEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO ERROR UNDERANARD OVERANRRD
(Nithin $50) Total IOW

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

435 22.676.7 10.5 311 13.1 12.9

83.9 4.8 405 17.1 11.3 769 76.6
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TAME 6-10
PELL STUDENT ERROR IT

smarm mum INCOME poR
INDEPENDENT STUDENTS,

19E5-86

NO WOR UNDERANRRD OVERAWED
(Within $50) Total TOW

Effective !Melly Income ($) Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

0-2,000 91.7 0.9 844 3.6 7.4 1,301 45.5
(36.8% of Recipients)

2,001-4,000 93.0 0.4 1,012 0.9 6.6 740 10.7
(17.0% of Recipients)

4,001-8,000 79.4 8.8 361 7.6 11.8 531 15.0
(18.7% of Recipients)

OVER 8,000 65.6 14.0 311 15.4 20.4 519 37.5
(27.6% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 70.993
DF: 6

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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TABLE 6-11
PELL STUDENT ERROR BY Immunon

TYPE AND CONTROL,

110 ERROR

1985-86

11110112ANNED
(fithin $50) TotalType and Control Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent

2-Year Public 76.7 8.0 351 23.0 15.3(29.3% of Recipients)

4-Year Public 67.7 8.1 289 27.0 24.2(41.2% of Recipients)

2-Year Private 64.3 5.8 235 1.0 29.9(2.6% of Recipients)

4-Year Private 53.6 14.2 390 25.7 32.2(16.6% of Recipients)

Proprietary 65.2 8.9 266 6.8 26.0(10.3% of Recipients)

OVERMARD
Total

Mean ($ Millions)

504 63.2

547

411 8.9

511 76.4

735 55.1

152.6

CHI-SQUARE: 57.750
DF: 8

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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6.2.2 Characteristics Associated with Institutional Error in the Pell
Grant Program

During the initial analyses of type of institution and institutional

Pell error, we examined the relationship of control (private versus

public) in association with error. During these analyses, control was

not found to be meaningful in analyzing institutional error. The

relationship between 'ipe of institution and institutional error rate was

found to be important, while the relationship between control and error

was not.

As is shown in Table 6-12 institutional type and control is

significantly related to institutional error in the Pell Grant program.

In particular, recipients at 4-year institutions (public or private) had

a lower incidence of institutional Pell error than recipients at either

2-year (public or private) or proprietary institutions. Furthermore,

recipients at 4-year institutions had a lower rate of underawards as well

as overawards due to institutional errors than recipients at either

2-year or proprietary institutions. Because of small numbers of

institutions in some categories, it was necessary to collapse

institutions in the categories as we did.

In order to analyze the relationship between institutional error and

the number of program recipients, we divided our analysis cases in

quartiles for each of the respective programs. Table 6-13 shows that the
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typ2And_Control of Institution

2-Year (Public and Private)
(31.9% of Recipients)

4-Year (Public and Private)
(57.8% of Recipients)

Proprietary
(10.3% of Recipients)

TABLE 6-12
INSTITUTION& PELL INIRM BY

INSTITUTION TYPE MID CONTROL,
1985-86

NO ERROR ILINtRAWID OVERMIERD
(Within $50)

tercent Percent Mean
Total

($ Millions) Percent Mean
Total

($ Millions)

57.0 20.6 347 -63.8 22.4 479 95.8

79.5 6.0 294 28.5 14.5 498 116.8

57.1 14.8 792 33.8 28.2 582 47.3

CHI-SQUARE: 136.476
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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TABLE 6-43
INSTITUTIORAL PELL ERROR BY
NUNORR OP PILL ROCIPIMITS

AT immunom,
1905-86

NO MANOR OMDERWMWRD OVIRAMMND
(Within $50) Total Total

Maher of Pell Recipients Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

Loss Than or to 400 61.3 18.0 487 65.2 20.7 495 76.2
(26.6% of Recipients)

401-1,000 72.7 9.3 379 24.8 18.0 597 75.5
(25.1% of Recipients)

1,001-2,400 74.5 11.0 278 20.5 14.5 440 42.8
(24.0% of Recipients)

Greater Than 2,400 72.3 7.5 310 15.7 20.2 473 64.7
(24.2% of Recipients)

CHU-SQUARE: 42.000
DP: 6

P-VALUE: 0.0001

17u
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number of Pell recipients at the institution was found to be

significantly related to institutional Pell error. In all three of the

categories (overall, underawards, and overawards) recipients at

institutions in the lowest quartile (400 or fewer Pell recipients) had

the highest incidence of institutional error. Recipients at institutions

in the third quartile (1,001-2,400 Pell recipients) tended to have a

lower rate of institutional error, both overall and for overawards, than

recipients at institutions in the three other quartiles (1,000 or fewer

recipients or more that 2,400 Pell recipients). Recipients at

institutions in the highest quartile (more than 2,400 recipients) had a

lower rate of institutional underawards than recipients at institutions

in the three lowest quartiles.

because the number of Pell recipients is likely to be relat, :o

other institutional characteristics that might also affect institutional

error rates, further analysis of this table will be required. The most

obvious characteristics that might be related to the number of Pell

recipients are the extent of automation used by the institution and the

number of Aid Office staff members. Both of the characteristics have

been analyzed against institutional error in tables later in this

chapter.

As shown in Table 6-14, the academic calendar used by the institution

is significantly related to institutional Pell error. In particular,

recipients at institutions using an academic calendar based on semesters

6-24
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Type of Academic Calendar

Semester
(69.5% of Recipients)

Trimeser or Quarter
(18.5% of Recipients)

Clock-Mbar
(12.0% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 225.149
DF: 4

P-VALDE: 0.0001

173

TAME 6-14
DISTITUTICEIAL PELL ERROR BY
?TIM aP ACADEMIC CALMAR,

1985-86

MO ERROR
(Within $50)

Percent

UNDERMARD

Percent Mean
Total

($ Millions) Percent

OVRRAWARD
Total

Mean ($ Millions)

78.2 8.7 306 51.8 13.1 498 126.8

52.3 10.0 360 18.6 37.7 468 91.3

49.7 31.0 540 56.2 19.3 632 40.9

r
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had lower rates of institutional Pell error than recipients attending

institutions with academic calendars based on either trimesters/quarters

or clock-hours. This lower rate of institutional error held true for

underawards as well as overawards. Conversely, recipients at clock-hour

institutions had error rates significantly higher than recipients at

schools with trimester/quarter academic calendars. Students at

clock-hour schools had the highest rate of underawards and the second

highest rate of overawards. This could be due to the fact that the

process of 6etermining enrollment status at clock-hour schools is very

complex and more opportunities for error exist.

As shown in Table 6-15, the use of automated procedures is

significantly related to institutional Pell error. Recipients at schools

with middle to high levels of automation had significantly lower rates of

institutional Pell Prror than recipients at either schools with low

levels of automation or no automation at all. One interesting finding is

that recipients attending schools with no automation had the highest

overall institutional error rate.

Table 6-16 presents a breakdown of the number of clerical or data

entry staff FTE's b institutional Pell error, and the number

professional staff FTE's by institutional Pell error. Both the number of

clerical or data entry staff FTE's and the number of professional staff

FTE's are significantly related to the amount of institutional Pell error.
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TABLE 6-15
INSTITUTIONAL PELL =NOR BT
USR OF AUTOMATED PROCEDURES,

1985-86

NO IRROR UNDERANARD OVERANARD
(Within $50) Total Intel

Use of Automated Procedures Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Olean ($ Millions)

No Automation
(22.2% of Recipients) 60.9 22.8 473 67.0 16.3 572 57.9

Low Automation
(17.2% of Recipients) 65.8 9.7 374 17.5 24.5 490 57.8

Mid Automation
(33.6% of Recipients) 74.6 8.7 281 23.0 16.7 469 73.6

Hdgh Automation
(27.0% of Recipients) 74.4 7.1 347 18.6 18.5 504 70.4

CHI-SQUARE: 6.706
DP: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0350

17i3
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Professional Staff FTB's

Less Than 5
(67.9% of Recipients)

5 or Above
(32.1% of Recipients)

CM-SQUARE: 11.416
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0033

TAMA 6-16
INSTITUTIML PILL MICR BY

PROPESSICNAL MID CU:RIM/DATA =TRY STAPP PT8's,.
1985-46

ND ERROR UNDIERAIM1 OVERMARD
(Within $50) Total Total

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

68.1 12.8 418 101.6 19.1 528 191.6

75.2 8.3 317 23.6 16.4 442 65.1

NO ERROR UNDERAWARD OVERANARD
(Within $50) Total Total

Clerical or Data Entry Staff FTE's Percent Percent Nam ($ Nillioos) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

Less Than 4
(57.4% of Recipients) 66.7 13.2 434 92.0 20.1 528 170.4

4 or Above
(42.6% of Recipients) 73.7 10.0 302 36.0 16.3 459 89.2

CHI-SQUARE: 10.888
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0043
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In the case of clerical or data entry staff FTE's, recipients

attending schools that had four or more clerical or data entry staff

FTE's had a significantly lower institutional error rate than recipients

attending institutions with fewer than four clerical or data entry staff

FTE's. Likewise, recipients attending institutions with five or more

professional staff FTE's had significantly lower rates of institutional

Pell error than recipients at institutions with fewer than five

professional staff FTE's.

During initial analyses on the number of staff members, we tried

controlling for the number of recipients through analyzing institutional

Pell error by the ratio of recipients per staff member. We did not find

this ratio to be related to institutional Pell error. The fact that the

absolute number of staff members is associated with error and not a proxy

for the workload of those staff members suggests, when studied in

conjunction with Table 6-15 (Use of Automation by Institutional Pell

Error), that there may be some economies of scale involved in the

delivery of aid. That is, a one-person office delivering aid to 350

recipients cannot operate as efficiently as a 10-person office delivering

aid to 3,500 recipients.

6.3 CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL NEED
ERRC2 IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS

Many of the characteristics that were associated with student and

institutional error in the Pell program are also associated with student

and institutional need error in the Campus-Based programs. The following
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is a list of the characteristics we found to be associated with

Campus-Based student and institutional need errors.

Characteristics of Dependent Students Associated With Campus-Based
Student Need Error.

Parents tax filing status
Parents' marital status
Effective family income
Household size
Number in household enrolled in postsecondary education

Characteristics of Independent Students Associated With Campus-Based
Student Need Error.

Students' tax filing status
Student's marital status
Effective family income
Household size

Dstitutional Characteristics Associated with Campus-Based Student
Need Error.

Type and control of the institution

Institutional CharaCteristics Associated With Institutional
Campus-Based Need Error.

Type and control of the institution
Number of Campus-Based recipients
Academic calendar
Use of automated procedures
Number of clerical or data entry FTE's
Number of professional staff FTE's

6.3.1 Characteristics Associated With Student Need Error in the
Campus-Based Programs.

Analysis of student (haracteristics associated with student need

error in the rampus-?ased programs was conducted by dependency status, as

in the analysis of Pell student error. Five student characteristics are

6-30
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significantly associated with need error for dependent students GA four

characteristics for inderendent students.

Dependent Students

Parents filing status is signif:cantly associated with Campus-Based

student need error. Table 6-17 indicates that student need error

occurred most frequently in families of dependent students filing joint

returns. These families are likely to have relatively complex financial

profiles and have higher income.

Parents' marital status is also significantly assoliated with student

need error. Table 6-18 indicates that student need error occurred most

frequently among students whose parents were married. In addition,

effective family income Is significantly associated with need error.

Table 6-19 indicates that need error generally increases with income and

occurred most frequently among the students whose families' effective

family income was over $20,000.

Two other student characteristics, household size and number in

college, are significantly associated with Campus-Based student need

error. Table 6-20 indicates that student need error occurred most

frequently among students whose families reported four or five members in

the household, although fmmilies reporting a household size of at least

three had a higher frequency of error than those reporting two.

Similarly, need error occurred most frequently among families reporting
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Parents' IRS Filing Status

Did Not File
(7.2% of Recipients)

Joint Return
(68.5% of Recipients)

Single or Separate Return
(14.3% of Recipients)

TAMS 6-17
CAMPUSABASSEISIUMONT ININD INNOR BY

PARENTS° IRS PILING STATUS POR
DOPMNOONT SPUMONIS,

1905-86

1K) MGR UNDONSTATMANNT ovmsrammr
(Within $50) Total Total

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

60.1 16.0 802 7.7 23.9 654 9.4

32.1 23.9 590 80.4 44.1 928 233.4

42.2 25.8 590 18.1 32.1 775 29.6

CHI-SQUARE: 38.540
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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Parents' IRS Marital Status

Married
(69.5% of Recipients)

Not Married
(30.5% of Recipients)

TABLE 6-18
CAMPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR ET

PARENTS' MARITAL STATUS POR
DEPENDENT STUDENTS.

1985-86

NO ERROR
(Within $50)

Percent

UNDERSTATEMENT OVIDISTATININT
Total

Percent Mean ($ Millions) Parcent
Total

Mean ($ Millions)

33.9 23.3 533 71.9 42.8 819 202.8

47.3 22.8 669 38.7 30.0 766 58.4

CHI-SQUARE: 18.680
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0001



Effective Family Incon2_111

0-10,000
(21.4% of Recipients)

10,001-15,000
(17.4% of Recipients)

15,001-20,000
(17.6% of Recipients)

OVER 20,000
(7,

1 (43.6% of Recipients)

TABLE 6-19
CAMPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR

BT EFFECTIVE phmiur INCOME
FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO ERROR tanessrATEKKET OVERSTATSWEIT
(Within ;50)

Percent Percent
Total

Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean
Total

($ Millions)

65.9 11.3 635 12.8 22.8 664 27.0

45.5 28.5 479 19.8 26.1 687 26.0

34.6 31.0 417 18.9 34.4 598 30.1

22.3 23.3 696 58.9 54.3 912 179.8

CHI-SQUARE: 148.176
DF: 6

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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TAME 6-20
cmPus-anw =mar imeD ERROR BT

REPORTED HOUSEMILD SIZE FOR
DePINDINIT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO ERROR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENT
(Within $50) Total TOtal

Reported Household Size Percent Percent Mean (S Millionsl Percent Mean i5 igiLL'9911

Two 53.8 17.4 543 6.5 28.9 860 17.2
(8.3% of Recipients)

Three 39.9 23.3 528 21.3 36.7 542 34.4
(20.8% of Recipients)

Four or Five 336 25.2 682 70.4 41.3 954 161.4
(49.2% of Recipients)

Six or More 39.5 20.0 343 12.4 40.6 682 50.0
(21.7% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 14.997
DF: 6

P -VALUE: 0.0203
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two family members in college. Table 6-21 indicites that families

reporting one member in college had the lowest frequency of error. The

relationship between error and househo4d size and number in college is

not linear as is the case with income.

Independent Students

Four student characteristics are significantly associated with

student need error in the Campus-Based programs. Similar to dependent

students, independent student's filing (tax) status is associated with

error. Table 6-22 indicates that student need error occurred most

frequently among independent students filing joint tax returns. These

students are most likely to be married and therefore have a more complex

financial profile which can contribute to error. Similarly, independent

students' marital status was also significantly associated with error.

Table 6-23 indicates that student need error occurred more frequently

among married independent students. Table 6-24 shows that the effective

family income of independent students was significantly associated with

student need error. This table shows that students with higher effective

family incomes tended to have higher rates of student need error.

Independent students whose effective family income was $4,001 to $8,000

had the highest overall rate of student need error (81.9 percent).

Table 6-25 indicates that household size is significantly associated

with student need error, and that error occurs most frequently in

students reporting a household siie of three or more. Students reporting

a household size of one had the lowest frequency. The error in

6-36
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TAME 6-21
CARPUS-RAM STUMM MD BUR Br
REPORTED *MIR IR =MGR FOR

DIFIRDINIT MOWS,
1985-66

IRMOR UNDERSTASERMIT OVOSTATIRSINT
(Within $50) Total TotalReported Number in Co 11erA Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ millions)

One 42.6 23.0 503 56.5 34.4 706 118.7(58.7% of Recipients)

Two 29.5 23.3 738 47.0 47.2 1,002 129.2(32.8% of Recipients)

Three or More 36.9 22.1 453 7.1 41.0 518 15.0(8.5% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 19.042
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0008

1 ° 10.6

193

t.4



5

max 6-22
CAMPUS-BASED =mar NEED RRROR BY

IRS PILING STATUS FOR
'EMPOWER! STUDENTS.

1985-86

NO ERROR UNOMRSTATEMINT OVOSTAT1IMENT
(Within $50) Total total

IRS Filing Status Percent Percent Naan ($ Millions) Percent Nean ($ Millions)

Did Not File 44.6 13.7 972 14.3 41./ 1,486 66.6
(24.0% of Recipients)

Joint Return 18.8 25.5 1,770 45.4 55.7 2,106 118.1
(.12.5% of Recipients)

Single or Separate Return 34,7 17.5 966 40.4 47.8 1,353 154.6
(53.4% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 20.204
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0005
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StuAente Marital Stali.us

Married
(21.4% of Recipients)

Not Married
(78.6% of Recipients)

TABLI 6-23
CAMPUS-4%81D sTumumr MUD MRROR VT

STUDENTS' WiRITAL sums FOR
INDEPMMOMMT STUOMMTS,

1915-116

JO ERROR
(Within $.50)

Percent
Total

Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent
Intel

Mean ($ Millions)

22.5 23.5 1,742 39.2 54.0 2,062 106.6

36.6 16.8 1,025 60.6 46.6 1,424 233.4

CHI-SQUARE: 6.450
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0398
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Effective Family Int..ome ($)

0-2,000
(52.1% of Recipients)

2,001-4,000
(15.3% of Recipients)

4,001-8,000
(16.8% of Recipients)

OVER 8,000
(15.8% of Recipients)

TABLE 6-24
CAPIPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR

BY mrscrrve FAMILY INCOME
FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO =OR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENT
(Within $50) Total Tetal

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean (S Millions)

44.2 9.1 617 13.1 46.8 1,722 187.9

20.7 27.4 597 11.2 51.9 1,355 48.2

12.1 38.2 1,262 36.2 49.7 1,553 58.0

19.0 31.2 1,914 42.2 49.9 1,651 58.3

CHI-SQUARE: 73.557
DF: 6

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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TABLE 6-25
MMUS-HAM STUMM' Mil ERROR BY

REPOMENDHOUSEHOLD SIZE FOR
INDEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO ERROR UNDERSTATIMENT OVERSTATEMENT
(Within $50)

Percent Percent
Total

Mean ($ Millions) Percent
TOW

Mean C$

38.4 16.5 832 35.6 45.1 1,378 161.0

26.3 29.7 1,295 28.6 43.9 1,708 55.7

18.4 22.4 1,628 41.6 59.2 2,058 139.0
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Table 6-25, in which the frequency of error increases with household

sizeA, is slightly similar to dependent students (Table 6-20), in which it

increases after a household size of two.

Institutional Characteristics

As in Pell, the single institutional characteristic significantly

associated with Campus-Based student need error is type and control of

institution. Student need error occurred most frequently among students

who attend private institutions. Table 6-26 presents these data.

6.3.2 Characteristics Associated with Institutional Need Error LA the
Campus-Based Programs

The institutional characteristics associated with institutional error

in the Pell Grant program (analyzed in Section 6.2.2) are also the

characteristics that are associated with institutional need error in the

Campus-Based programs.

As seen in Table 6-27, institutional type and control was

significantly related to institutional Campus-Based neeC error. The

pattern shown in Table 6-27 follows the same pattern exhibited by the

analysis of institutional error with respect to institution type and

control in the Pell program. Recipients attending e-year institutions

(public or private) had significantly lower rates of institutional hz!ed

error than recipients attending either 2-year (public to private) or

proprietary institutions.
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TABLE 6-26
CAMPUS-BASED STUDENT NERD ERROR BY

INSTITUTION TYPE AND CONTROL,
1985-86

NO ERROR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENT
(Within $50) Total TotalType and Control Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

2-Year Public 39.8 18.6 1,038 41.3 41.6 1,091 97.0
(16.7% of Recipients)

4-Year Public 38.0 20.8 573 65.9 41.2 1,055 240.4
(43.2% of Recipients)

2-Year Private 28.7 42.9 949 10.9 28.4 1,700 13.0
(2.1% of Recipients)

ON 4-Year Private 30.1 23.6 790 80.2 46.4 1,170 233.51

4> (33.6% of Recipients)

Proprietary 40.3 25.5 1,267 17.8 34.2 1,854 34.9
(4.3% of Recipients)

CHI -SQUARE: 22.149
DF: 8

P -VALUE: 0.0046

203 204



IVA

TABU 6-17
INSTITUTIMAL CAMPUS-BASED NEED ERROR

**:BT DiSTITUTION TYPE AND CONTROL,
1985-86

Type and Control of Institution

NO ERROR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENT
.,.,

y..

7,

1,g

-,..,

4%

'1

.4-

,--:

(Within $50)
Percent Percent

Total
Mean ($ Millions) Percent

Motal
Mean ($ Millions)

2-Year (Public and Private)
(19.0% of recipients)

4-Year (Public and Private)
(76.8% of recipients)

Proprietary
(4.2% of recipients)

56.8

72.4

51.7

24.4

11.3

29.9

566

747

605

33.6

83.0

9.7

18.8

16.3

18.4

791

1,098

1,446

36.2

176.0

14.3

4

CHI-SQUARE: 23.284
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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Table 6-28 shows that the number of Campus-Based recipients at an

institution was associated with the levels of institutional Campus-Based

need error. Those recipients at institutions in the highest quartile

(over 1,900 Campus-Based recipients) had the lowest overall rate of

institutional Campus-Based need error in addition to the lowest rate of

institutional Campus-Based understatements. Recipients at institutions

in the third quartile (801-1,900 Campus-Based recipients) had the lowest

rate of institutional .-.'ampus-Based overstatements. Recipients at

institutions in the lowest quartile (less than 301 Campus-Based

recipients) had the highest rate of overall institutional Campus-Based

error.

Table 6-29 shows the relationships between the academic calendar used

by the institution and institutional Campus-Based need error. As with

institutional Pell error, recipients at institutions where the academic

calendar is based on semesters had the lowest rate of institutional

Campus-Based need error. Recipients attending trimester or quarter

institutions had the highest incidence of institutional understatements,

while recipients at clock-hour schools had the highest rate of

institutional overstatements.

The relationship between institutional Campus-Based need error and

the use of automated procedures by the institution is presented in Table

6-30. Recipients at institutions that had middle or high levels of

automation had institutional Campus-Based need error rates that were

significantly lower than recipients attending either institutions that

had low levels of automation or no automation at all.
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MU 6-28
DISTITUTIONAL CANIUS-EASED

'ARA War THE NUN= OP orarus-amim INCIPIENTS
AT TIM INSITIVTICS.

1985-86

cn
1

s...

0,

%miler of Caspus-Based Recipients

NO ERROR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEKINT
(Within $50)

Percent Percent
Total

Mean ($ Millions) Percent
TOW

Mean ($ Millions)

Less Than 301
(25.6% of recip;ents)

301-800

(21.9% of recipients)

801-1,900

(24.6% of recipients)

Over 1,900
(27.6% of recipients)

64.0

66.9

68.8

74.6

19.3

12.6

16.2

9.6

768

650

536

791

48.6

23.0

27.3

26.8

16.7

20.6

15.0

15.8

1,366

1,203

817

825

74.8

69.5

38.6

46.1

CHI-SQUARE: 22.384
DF: 6

P-VALUE: 0.0010
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TAINi 649
DISTIMITI011ik,CMPUSAIMID

OMR sr rteimdc airsvoks.
1905-86

,3*

NO =ROI 000111STAIMMINT OVERSIMMMINT
(Within $50) Ittal IOW

Academic Calendar Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Neon ($1 Millions)

Semester
(77.1% of recipients) 72.4 11.6 746 85.4 16.0 1,037 163.8

Trimester or Quarter
(17.6% of recipients) 53.7 28.2 564 35.8 18.1 1,111 45.3

Clock-Hour
(5.3% of recipients) 62.4 12.1 588 4.8 25.5 1,016 17.6

CHI-SQUARE: 59.657
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0001

21u 211
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TALE 6-30
INSTITUTIONAL CAMPUS-BASED NEED ERROR Br

USE OP AUTOMATED PROCEDURES,
19E5-86

MO ERROR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTIRTNNINT
(Within $50) Total Tbtal

Use of Automated Procedures Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean 4$ Millions)

No Automation
(14.9% of recipients) 64.2 17.2 551 18.1 18.6 782 27.7

Low Automation
(11.7% of recipients) 59.8 18.1 1,026 27.8 22.1 1,371 45.4

Mid Automation
(37.2% of recipients) 71.7 12.9 578 35.5 15.5 1,019 75.2

High Automation

cf,

1

f .p.

co

(36.2% of recipients) 69.9 14.1 689 45.0 16.0 1,053 78.8

CHI-SQUARE: 11.111
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0039
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As is shown in Table 6-31, the number of full-time equivalent

employees (FTE's) for both clerical/data entry personnel and professional

staff are significantly related to institutional Campus-Based need

error. Recipients attending institutions that had more clerical or data

entry FTE's (four or more) had lower rates of institutional Campus-Based

understatements as well as overstatements than recipients at institutions

with fewer clerical or data entry FTE's (less than four). The same

relationship also existed for the number of professional staff FTE's.

Recipients at institutions with a higher number of professional staff

FTE's (five or more) had lower rates of institutional understatements and

overstatements than recipients attending schools with lower numbers of

professional staff FTE's (less than five). As was the case with

institutional Pell error, the number of FTE's was significantly related

to institutional Campus-Based need error while the ratio of total staff

FTE's to the number of Campus-Based recipients was not.

6.4 CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL ERROR IN
THE GSL PROGRAM

Those characteristics associated with GSL student and institutional

certification error were slightly different from the characteristics

presented in the previous sections for the Pell and Campus-Based

programs. No characteristics of independent students were associated

with GSL student error. This is not surprising since the vast majority

of independent students have incomes under $30,000 where there is no EFC

and almost no opportunity for student error. (Based on changes made in

reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, all students will go through

need analysis in the future. This change was not in place for the
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Professional Staff FTE's

Less Than 5
(59.4% of recipients)

5 and Above
(40.6% of recipients)

TANA 6-31
INSTITUTION. CAMPUS-BASED MID ERROR

PROFESSIONAL ARID CLERICAL/DATA maw sun' ning,
1985-06

NO ERROR UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENT
(Rabin $50) Total Taal

Percent Percent Mean ($ Percent Mean ($ Millions)

66.3 15.8 642 77.1 17.9 1,208 164.4

71.8 12.9 788 52.8 15.3 841 66.9

CHI-SQUARE: 12.501
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0019

Chemical or Data Entry Staff FTE's

Less Than 4
(49.8% of recipients)

4 and Above
(50.2% of recipients)

NO ERROR ummusrmumwr OVERSTATEMENT
(Within $50) Total Total

Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean ($ Millions)

66.1 16.1 658 67.5 17.8 1,247 141.5

70.9 13.2 724 61.4 15.9 860 87.9



1985-86 academic year, the year of the study.) The characteristics we

found to be significantly associated with student and institutional GSL

error are listed below.

Characteristics of Dependent Students Associated With GSL Student
Certification Error.

Parents' tax filing status
Parents' marital status
Household size
Students' year in college

Characteristics of Independent Students Associated With GSL Student
Certification Error.

None

Institutional Characteristics Associated with GSL Student
Certification Error.

Type and Control of Institution

Institutional Characteristics Associated With Institutional GSL
Certification Error.

Type and Control of Institution
Number of GSL recipients
Academic calendar
Need analysis system

6.4.1 Characteristics Associated With Student Error in the GSL Program

Student error resulting in overcertification, which is caused by a

change in EFC, can occur in only those students whose best family AGI is

greater than $30,000. Therefore, student overcertification error occurs



less frequently in GSL than other Title IV programs and could result in

fewer characteristics significantly associated with error being

identified. Four such characteristics have been identified.

Dependent Students

As in the Pell and Campus Based programs, parents' (tax) filing

status and marital status are significantly associated with error. Table

6-32 indicates that student GSL error occurred most frequently among

parents of dependent students filing a joint tax return. Table 6-33

indicates that student GSL error occurred most frequently among students

whose parents were married. Two other student characteristics are

significantly associated with student GSL error. Table 6-34 indicates

that student GSL error occurred most frequently among dependent students

whose family reported a household size of four or five. Those reporting

two had the lowest frequency of error. In addition, reported year in

college is significantly associated with error. Table 6-35 indicates

that student GSL error occurred most frequently among fifth year

undergraduates, professional, and graduate students.

Independent Students

Due in part to the relative infrequency of independent students with

income over $30,000, no student characteristics were significantly

associated with student GSL certification error.



TABLE 6-32
GSL STUDENT CERTIFICATION ERROR BY

PARENTS' IRS FILING STATUS FOR
DEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

IRS Filing Status

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within $50)
Percent Percent

Total
Mean ($ )4illions)*

Did Not File 99.5 0.5 150 0.1
(3.8% of Recipients)

Joint Return 79.5 20.5 900 340.7
(79.3% of Recipients)

Single or Separate Return 97.4 2.6 1,237 12.7
(17.0% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 32.670
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0001

* Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.



TABLE 6-33
GSL STUDENT CERTIFICATION ERROR BY

PARENTS' MARITAL STATUS FOR
DEPENDENT STUDENTS,

108546

3RROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within $50) Total

Parents' Marital Status Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions)*

Married
(79.5% of Recipients)

Not Married
(20.5% of Recipients)

79.9 20.1 851 316.7

97.7 2.3 1,237 13.6

CHI-SQUARE: 20.158
DF: 1

P-VALUE: 0.0001

* Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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:IDLE 6-34
GSL STUDErT CERTIFICATION ERROR BY

SOUSEHOLD SIZE FOR
DEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATICK
(Within $50) Total

Household Size Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions)*

Two 99.5 0.5 300 0.3
(7.2% of Recipients)

Three 88.9 11.1 1,337 83.3

(24.1% of Recipients)

Four or Five 77.6 22.4 877 245.7
(53.7% of Recipients)

Six or More 86.9 13.1 528 24.3
(15.1% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 27.105
DF: 3

P-VALUE: 0.001

Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE 6-35
GSL STUDENT CtRTIFICATION ERROR BY

REPORTED YEAR IN COLLEGE FOR
DEPENDENT STUDENTS,

1985-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within $50) Total*

Reported Year in College Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions)

Freshman 83.8 16.2 1,152 141.3

(32.5% of Recipients)

Sophomore 84.2 15.8 741 83.2

(30.5% of Recipients)

Junior 78.8 21.2 743 65.7

(17.9% of Recipients)

Senior 84.9 15.2 1,065 41.5
(11.0% of Recipients)

Other** 59.8 40.2 928 69.5
(8.0% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 19.758
DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.006

Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volt ne, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.

** 'Other includes fifth year undergraduates, professional
students, and groduate students.
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Institutional Characteristics

As in the analysis of institutional characteristics associated with

student error in the Pell and Campus-Based programs, a similar

institutional characteristic is significantly associated with student GSL

certification error. Table 6-36 indicates that institutional control is

significantly associated with student GSL certification error. Student

error occurred most frequently at private institutions. This pattern may

be due to the fact that higher income students (e.g., over $30,000), who

are subject to need analysis and therefore are more likely to have error

in student data, more frequently attend private institutions.

6.4.2 Characteristics Associated With Institutionyl GSL Certification
Error

While the characteristics associated with institutional error were

the same for both the Pell and Campus-Based programs, the results were

completely different for the GSL program. This could be due to se%eral

factors including the different institutional requirements and

responsibilities in the GSL program or the difficulty of collecting

accurate GSL data.

Table 6-37 shows that recipients at proprietary schools had the

lowest level of institutional GSL overcertifications, while recipients

attending 4-year schools (public or private) had the highest level of

6-57
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TABLE 6-36
GSL STUDENT CERTIFICATION ERROR BY

INSTITUTION TYPE AND CCNTROL,
1985-86

NO EPROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(NAM $50) Total

Type and Control Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions)*

2 Year Public 95.3 4.7 834 18.4

(11.9% of Recipients)

4 Year Public 90.1 9.9 832 131.3
(40.5% of Recipients)

2 Year Private 76.2 23.8 735 11.7

(1.7% of Recipients)

4 Year Private 86.3 13.7 1,283 217. 8

(31.5% of Recipients)

Proprietary 91.4 8.7 1,270 63.0
(14.5% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 16.158

DF: 4

P-VALUE: 0.0028

Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE 6-37
INSTITUTICNAL GSL CERTIFICATION ERROR BY

INSTITUTICN TYPE AND CONTROL,
1935-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within 850) Total

Type and Control of Institution Percent Percent Mean ($ )(allions)*

2 Year (Public and Private) 87.3 10.7 590 33.8
(13.6% of Recipients)

4 Year (Public and Private) 83.4 16.6 1,337 627.9
(71.9% of Recipients)

Proprietary 95.8 4.2 1,833 43.9
(14.5% of Recipients)

CHI-SQUARE: 23.284
DF: 2

PP-VALUE: 0.0001

Due to revision in the estimte of total GSL loan volume, these figures shoul,
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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institutionsl GSL overcertifications. These results are opposite from

those encountered in the Pell and Campus-Based programs. A possible

reason for this reversal is that proprietaries typically deal only with

Pell and GSL awards, while other schools deal with all Federal programs

as well as state, institutional, and private aid where the chance for

error is greater.

As is shown in Table 6-38 recipients attending institutions in the

lowest quartile of number of GSL recipients (less than 401) had the

lowest rate of institutional overcertifications. Recipients at

institutions in the third quartile (1,101-4,000 GSL recipients) had the

highest incidence of institutional GSL overcertifications. Where larger

schools tended to exhibit lower rates of institutional error in the Pell

and Campus-Based programs, the smallest schools had the lowest rates in

the GSL program.

The relationship between institutional GSL ove, ertifications and the

academic calendar used by the institution is presented in Table 6-39.

Once again, the results in this table are opposite of the results in the

similar Pell and Campus-Based analyses. Recipients at clock-hour

institutions had the lowest rate of institutional GSL certification

error. Conversely, recipients attending 4-year schools had the highest

rate of institutional GSL overcertifications.

Table 6-40 shows that the GSL need analysis system used by an

institution is related to level of institutional GSL certification

6-60
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TABLE 6-38
INSTITUTIONAL GSL CERTIFICATION ERROR

BY TBE NUMBER Of GSL RECIPIENTS
AT THE INSTITUTION,

1985-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within 850 Total

Number of GSL Recipients Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions)*

Less Than 401
(20.5% of Recipients) 91.4 8.6 1,672 116.0

401-1,100
(26.2% of Recipients) 87.7 12.3 1,130 143.3

1,101-4,000
(29.1% of Recipients) 80.4 19.6 1,366 306.5

More Than 4,000
(24.2% of Recipients) 86.0 14.0 1,076 143.4

CHI-SQUARE: 18.126
DF: 3

P-VALUE: 0.0004

Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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Academic Calendar

TABLE 6-39
INSTITUTIONAL GSi CSawar&CmTium WINVE

BY ACADEMIC CALENDAR,
1985-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within $50) Total
Percent Percent Mean ($ Millions)*

Semester
(68.9% of Recipients) 84.4 15.6 1,299 549.3

Trimester or Quarter
(20.5% of Recipients) 86.3 13.7 1,131 125.0

Clock-Hour
(10.6% of Recipients) 95.8 4.2 1,776 31.1

CHI-SQUARE: 13.731
DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0010

* Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE 6-40
INSTITUTIONAL GSL CERTIFICATION ERROR

BY GSL NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM,
1985-86

NO ERROR OVERCERTIFICATION
(Within $50) Total

GSL Need Analysis System Percent Percent Wean ($ )4illions)*

AGI Less Than $30,000
(69.2% of Recipients)

GSL Tables
(20.2% of Recipients)

Campus-Based Need Analysis
(10.6% of Recipients)

92.4 7.6 1,262 261.1

63.5 36.5 1,339 388.4

87.5 12.5 1,032 53.8

CHI-SQUARE: 150.817

DF: 2

P-VALUE: 0.0001

Due to revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should
be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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error. Recipients whose adjusted gross income was less than $30,000 had

the lowest level of institutional GSL overcertifications. Recipients who

attended institutions using the GSL Tables had the highest levels of

institutional overcertifications. Because the most extensive

institutional GSL error is that of determining EFC, these results are not

surprising. However, this table suggests that institutions continue to

have problems using the GSL Tables despite attempts by the Department to

improve the tables.

6.5 CHARACTERISTICS SIGNIFICANTLY ASSOCIATED WITH ERROR USING
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

To identify the critical determinants of error, we must be able to

estimate the relationship between the individual explanatory factors and

the existence of error. In order to accomplish this. the impact of a

given explanatory factor must be estimated controlling for the effects of

other relevant factors. In particular, we want to estimate the impact of

the significant characteristics on the likelihood of error, while

controlling for other characteristics. Because it is necessary to

control for other factors, we needed to use multivariate techniques to

estimate the models. The bivariate analyses presented in this chapter.

while not appropriate for estimating the models, were useful in helping

to specify the multivariate models that we tested.

Regression analysis is generally considered one of the best

statistical techniques for hypothesis testing in a multivariate

6-64

2 3



framework, and therefore, is apprbpriate in ca.r case where we have prior

hypotheses concerning the relationship between the dependent and

independent variables. The outcome measure used in the equations was the

probabllity of an error occurring. The dependent variable is, therefore,

dichotomous, with a one coded if an error of over $50 was present and a

zero otherwise. The use of a continuous dependent variable, (i.e., the

level of error) is not proper in this situation because the large number

of cases without error would tend to distort the regression results. The

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression procedure contains several

estimation problems when the dependent variable is dichotomous. These

problems include a heteroskedastic error term and the possibility of

preciting probabilities of over 100 percent or probabilities which are

negative. Therefore, in order to estimate the models with a dichotomous

dependent variable, we used the logistic multiple regression procedure,

which overcomes the problems associated with the OLS procedure, relating

the occurrence of errors as dependent variables to the explanatory

variables.

The models used the characteristics that were significant in the

bivariate analyses (with thA exception of marital status because it was

correlated with tax filing status), and validation status as independent

or explanatory variables.

Many of the characteristics that were associated with student error

could also be related to more important characteristics (e.g. effective
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family income). Therefore, in a simple bivariate analysis these

characteristics may appear as significant, yet when controlling for

income and other important characteristics in a multivariate analysis

they might, in fact, not be significant. As stated earlier, in order to

test if this was the case, we ran a multivariate regression model

controlling for the characteristics and validation status. As we

suspected, a number of the characteristics that were significant in the

bivariate analyses were not significant in the multivariate analysis.

The items that were no longer significant differed by program and

dependency status of the student, but included items such as date of

application, type and control of institution, and filing status of the

student or parents. Tables 6-41 and 6-42 summarize the results of our

analysis for Pell dependent and independent recipients, respectively, and

Tables 6-43 and 6-44 present the results for Campus-Based dependent and

independent recipients. In general, Tables 6-41 through 6-44 show that

many factors that were significant using bivariate analysis were

correlated with effective family income.

The significant relationships listed in Tables 6-41 through 6-44 for

the multivariate models do not imply an increase or a decrease in the

likelihood of the particular error, but only a significant relationship.

Therefore, while the student's age is significantly associated with error

for Pell dependents as shown in Table 6-41, the significance does not

imply an increase or decrease in the likelihood of an overaward or

underaward for students 18, 19, or 20, but only that the likelihood of

students 18, 19, or 20 to have an overaward or underaward is

significantly different from students over 20.
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TABLE 6-41

CHARACTERISTICS HIGNIFICANTLT ASSOCIATED
WITH PELL STUDENT 111101 USING MARIA=

AND MULTIVABIATE ANALYSIS,
DEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

CHARACTERISTICS TESTED
AS SIGNIFICANT USING
BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Parents' Tax Filing Status

Did Not File
Joint Return
Single or Separate Return**

Date of Application

Before June 1, 1985
On or After June 1, 1985**

Parents' Marital Status

Effective Family Income

Household Size

Two
Three
Four or Five**
Six or More

Number in College

One**
Two
Three or More

SIGNIFICANCE* USING
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Not significant
Not significant
N/A

Not significant
N/A

Due to problems with
collinearity with Tax Fil-
ing Status, this variable
was not included in the
regression.

Overawards (+) and Underawards (+)

Underawards only (+)
Not significant
N/A
Overawards only (-)

N/A
Not significant
Underawards only (-)

At at least the .05 level, significant variables with "+" notation indicate an
increased probability of the corresponding error and variables with "-"

notation indicate a decreased probability of error.

** These values were omitted from the regression and are captured in the

intercept.
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TABLE 6-41 (Continued)

CHARACTERISTICS SIGNIFICANTLY ASSOCIATED
WITH PELL STUDENT ERROR USING SIVARIATE

AND NULTWARIATE ANALYSIS,
DEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

CHARACTERISTICS TESTED
AS SIGNIFICANT USING
EIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Student's Age

Less than 18 Overawards only (-)
18, 19, 20 Overawards (-) and underawards(-)
Over 20** N/A

SIGNIFICANCE* USING
NULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Institution Type and Control

Proprietary Not significant
4-Year, Private Overawards (+) and underawards (+)
4-Year, Public Not significant
2-Year** N/A

Validation Status of Student

Pell Selected Not significant
Institution Selected Overawards only (-)
Not Selected** N/A

At at least the .05 level, significant variables with "+ notation indicate an
increased probability of the corresponding error and variables with "-"

notation indicate a decreased probability of error.

** These values were omitted from the regression and are captured in the

intercept.
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TABLE 6-42

CHARACTERISTICS SIGNIFICANTLY ASSOCIATED
NITS PELL STUDENT ERROR USING BIVARIATE

AND NULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS,
INDEPENDENT STUDENTS, 2985-86

CHARACTERISTICS TESTED
AS SIGNIFICANT USING
BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Student's Tax Filing Status

Did Not File
Joint Return
Single or Separate Return**

Student's Marital Status

Effective Family Income

Institution Type and Control

Proprietary
Four Year, Private
Four Year, Public
Two Year**

Validation Status of Student

Pell Selected
Institution Selected
Not Selected**

SIGNIFICANCE* USING
NULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Underawards (-) only
Overawards (+) awl underawards (-)
N/A

Due to problems with
collinearity with Tax
Filing Status, this var-
iable was not included in

the regression.

Underawards only (+)

Overawards only (+)
Underawards only (+)
Not significant
N/A

Underawards only (-)
Not siclnificant

N/A

A* at least the .05 level, significant variables with "+" notation indicate an
increased probability of the corresponding error and variables with "-"

notation indicate a decreased probability of error.

** These values were omitted from the regression and were captured in the

intercept.
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TABLE 6-43

rumwirmworewrec cremIrTrisimy xesneTATEn

WITH CAMPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR USING BIVARIATE
AND MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS,
DEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

CHARACTERISTICS TESTED
AS SIGNIFICANT USING
BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Farents' Tax Filing Status

SIGNIFICANCE* USING
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Did Not File Not significant
Joint Return Not significant
Single or Separ,te Return** N/A

Parents' Marital Status

Effective Family Income

Household Size

Due to problems with
collinearity with Tax
Filing Status, this vari-
able was not included in
the regression.

Overawards (+) and underawards (+)

Two Not significant
Thrt& Not significant
Four or Five** N/A
Six or More Overawards (-) and underawards (-)

Number in College

One** N/A
TWo Not significant
Three or More Not significant

* At at least the .05 level, significant variables with "+" notation indicate an
increased probability of the corresponding error and variables with "-"

notation indicate a decreased probability of error.

** These values were omitted from the regression and are captured in the intercept.



TABLE 6-43 (Continued)

'W

rtunkeTROTRTICS RIMIFICANTLY ASSOCIATED
WITH CAMPUS-BASED STUDEFT NEED ERROR USING BIVARIATE

AND NULTIVIWIATE ANALYSIS,
DEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1965-86

CHARACTERISTICS TESTED
AS SIGNIFICANT USING
BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Institution Type and Control

SIGNIFICANCE* USING
NULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Proprietary Not significant

4-Year, Private Underawards only (+)

4-Year, Public Not significant

2-Year** N/A

Validation Status of Student***

* *

Pell Selected Not significant

Institution Selected Not significant

Not Selected** N/A

At at least the .05 level, significant variables with "+" notation
indicate an increased probability of the corresponding error and

variables ith "-" notation indicate a decreased probability of error.

These values were omitted from the regression and are captured in the

intercept.

*** Not significant using bivariate analysis, but included as a

controlling variable.
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TABLE 6-44

nnanarespwaremwne erwrmavornammirw seerfinirafrom1.61WIINW ....baba %DA

WITH CAMPUS-BASED STUDENT NEED ERROR USING BIVARIATE
AND MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS,

INDEFENDVNT S1UDENTS, 1985-86

CHARACTERISTICS TESTED
AS SIGNIFICANT USING
BIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Student's Tax Filing Status

SIGNIFICANCE* USING
MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

Did Not File Overawards only (-)
Joint Return Not significant
Single or Separate Return** N/A

Student's Marital Status Due to problems with
collinearity with Tax
Filing Rtatus, this vari-
able was not included in
the regression.

Effecti4e Family Income Underawards only (.0

Household Size

One Underawards only (-)
Two Not significant
Three or More** N/A

Institution Type and Control

Proprietary Overawards only (-)
4-Year, Private Underawards only (-)
4-Year, Public Not significant
2-Year** N/A

Validation Status of Student***

Pell Selected Not significant
Institution Selected Not significant
Not Selected** N/A

At at least the .05 level, significant variables with "+" notation
indicate an increased probability of the corresponding error and

variables with "-" notation indicate a decreased probability of error.

** These values uere omitted from the regression and were captured in
the intercept.

*** Not significant using bivariate analysis, but included as a

controlling variable.
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Multivariate Analyses of Institutional Error

In order to more effectively analyze institutional error, and the

characteristics associated with institutional error, regression

techniques were performed. While these analyses are described in detail

in a separate volume of this study, Corrective Actions, data from these

analyses are summarized in Exhibit 6-1. Exhibit 6-1 shows those

characteristics that were associated with increased institutional error

rates for Pell overawards, Pell underawards, Campus-Based overstatements

of need, and Campus-Based understatements of need.

These data show that institutional QC procedures were very important

in controlling institutional errors. Sampling-based QC procedures were

especially effective. As indicated in Exhibit 6-1, a higher level of

automation and higher numbers of clerical or data entry staff FTE's were

associated with an increased probability of Pell underawards and a higher

number of professional staff FTE's was associated with the increased

probabil.cy of Campus-Based understatements of need. These could have

been significant due to the fact that aid offices that are highly

automated or have more staff FTE's could have conservatively designed

policies to ensure against liability. Because one-on-one oversight is

not fully feasible in these offices, recipients at these institutions

could be more likely to receive an underaward.
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EXHIBIT 6-1. PROFILE OF INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS SIGNIFICANTLY ASSOCIATED WITH ERROR
IN THE PELL AND CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS BASED ON MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES, 1985-86
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7.0

VALIDATION1 OF STUDENT APPLICATION ITEMS AND
QUALITY CONTROL OF INSTITUTIONAL PROCEDURES

This chapter presents the analysis and conclusions concerning the

extent and effectiveness of two primary dimensions of quality control in

the Title IV programs: validation of student application data and

institutions' quality control procedures used to control institutional

error in the student aid programs. Analysis of validation focuses on the

extent of activities and the effectiveness of validation in removing

error among Title IV recipients selected for validation by the Pell

Processor, those selected by institutions, and compares these recipients

with those not selected for validation for each Title IV program. These

analyses indicate the following:

Vzlidation in the Grant Plrogram

Validation activities occurred for almost 80 percent of all
Pell Grant recipients. The Pell processor selected about 53
percent of dependent recipients and 37 percent of independent
recipients. Institutions selected about 66 percent of the
remaining independent recipients and 59 percent of the
remaining dependent recipients.

* Students selected for validation by the Pell Processor had
the highest rates of error on their initial applications for
the six data items mandated for validation. There was no
significant differences in these item error rates between
institution selected recipients and recipients who were not
selected.

1 Throughout this chapter we use the term "validation" to refer to
activities in the Pell program that are associated with
confirming the value of student-supplied data. In addition, we
also use the term to refer to optional activities of
institutions to verify the data outside the scope of the Pell
Grant program. We use the term validation to avoid confusion
since the activities included in this chapter occurred in the
1985-86 academic year, prior to recent regulations that
formulated an integrated system.
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After validation the remaining error in these six items was
not much different for Pell selected, institution selected,
and non-validated students. This suggests there exists a

minimum level of error for these items which is not likely to
be corrected through validation.

Potential payment error per recipient after the students
first valid SAR transaction was higher for recipients never
selected for validation ($248) than it was for students
selected by either the Pell Processor ($227) or institutions
($172). Thus, even though the Pell Processor does relatively
well selecting recipients prone to make errors on the six
mandated validation items, neither the Pell Processor nor

institutions do well in selecting students prone to payment
error, especially overawards.

Despite not targeting well, institutions do a good job of
removing potential error through validation for those
students with discrepancies. Recipients with potential
payment error after their first transaction had reductions in
potential error of $164 per recipient or $85 million for Pell
Processor selected for validation and $125 per recipient or
$43 million for institution selected for validation. By
comparison, self correction of potential error amounted to
$92 per recipient with initial potential error or $23 million
total for students who were not selected.

After validation, error still remains high. Pell selected
recipients had $161 errox per student, institution selected
recipients had $127 error per student, and noli-selected

students had $207 error ptir student by the time final awards
were made. Thus, while effective in removing some level of
error, corrective actions in addition to validation are

needed if there is going to be substantial progress made in
reducing error in the Pell Grant program.

Validation in the Campus-Based Programs

O Validation activities in the Campus-Based programs were about
as extensive as in the Pell program (73 percent) and
increased between 1983-84 and 1985-86 in terms of both
recipients selected by the Pell processor and those selected
by institutions. Institutions used the Pell Processor flag
to select recipients for validation and validated these
recipients at a higher rate than non-flagged Campus-Based
recipients.

e Recipients receiving aid from multiple programs (e.g., Pell

and Campus-Based) were more likely to be selected for

validation by institutions than were recipients of only
Campus-Based awards.
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Campus-Based recipients selected by the Pell Processor for
validation have the lowest rates of student need error (55.2
percent). This compares with rates of 71.5 percent and 64.7
percent for institution selected and not selected
respectively.

All validated cases have lower item discrepancy for adjusted
gross income, although institution selected validation is not
successful at reducing item discrepancy in general.

Validation in the GSL Program

Institutions selected Campus-Based and GSL recipients for
validation at a higher rate (67.9 percent) than recipients
receiving only a GSL (45.5 percent).

Institution selected GSL recipients had an estimated 34.5
percent overcertification error rate as compared to 28.7
percent and 27.7 percent error rates for Pell selected and
not selected respectively.

Institutional Quality Control

Analysis of institutional quality control procedures and their

effectiveness in controlling institutional error across the Title IV

program:: indicated the follcwiag:

Pell and Campus-Based recipients attending institutions that
used particular types of extensive quality control procedures
(e.g., sampling), had a significantly lower institutional
error rate.

Recipients attending institutions with low or no quality
control procedures had the highest institutional error rates.

These findings are discussed in detail in the following sections.

7.1 VALIDATION IN THE PELL, CAMPUS-BASED, AND GSL PROGRAMS

The following sections analyze validation in the Pell, Campus-Based,

and GSL programs. In each of the following sections we discuss the
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extent of validation, documentation used for validation, and

effectiveness of validation in the respective programs.

7.1.1 Validation in the Pell Grant Program

An integral part of the Pell processing system is the attempt to

ensure, to the greatest extent possible, that all applicants receive the

benefits to which they are entitled. The accuracy of applicant data is

partially controlled through the validation process. The processing

system, through the edit and validation subsystem, is responsible for

identifying those cases requiring validation. Once identified, the

institution is responsible for actually reviewing the accuracy of the

application.

The nature of the validation process is defined by the trade-off

between accuracy and institutional burden. As the percentage of

applications flagged for validation increases, both accuracy and

institutional burden will also increase. The current system attempts to

increase accuracy while minimizing institutional burden by selecting for

validation those applications where the data submitted are thought likely

to contain error. Applications thought to be less error-prone are

permitted to pass through the system without being selected for

validation.
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Background on Validation

Validation of selected Pell applications became a requirement of the

Department of Education in 1979. Since then, several changes in the

validation process have occurred. These include changes in the percent

of applications selected for validation, the methodology used for

selecting applications to be validated, and the procedures for conducting

validatioa.

In 1935-86, 37 percent of applicants were selected by the Central

Processor to be validated. With the exception of a small number of

applicants who were randomly selected, applicants selected to be

validated were those thought likely to have erred in completing their

applications. For applicants selected to be validated, institutions were

required to verify the following data items:

Independent student status

Household size

Number in postsecondary education

Adjusted gross income

U.S. income tax paid

Unt3xed income and benefits

- - Married couple deduction

- - Social Security Benefits (if a comment appeared on the
student's Eligibility Letter)

-- Other untaxed income and

- - VA Educational Benefits.
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The major change in the validation process in 1985-86 from the prior

two years was the requirement to verify number enrolled in postsecondary

education, other untaxed income. VA educational benefits, and independent

student status. Verification for number enrolled in postsecondary

education consisted of obtaining a signed statement with information

(i.e., age, name, and address of institution attending) on all household

members who were or would be attending postsecondary education

institutions as at least half-time students. Similarly, verification for

other untaxed income consisted of obtaining the signed worksheet or

similar statement listing untaxed income and benefits received. For both

items, source documents were required if there were reasons to doubt the

data supplied by the student. Verifying the determinants of dependency

status, either through tax returns or signed statements from parents and

students, was required for independent students under the age of 23 on

January 1 of the award year or for whom there was conflicting

documentation.

With this background in mind, the remainder of this section is aimed

at answering the following questions:

The extent of validation - How many and what types of
students are validated?

The effectiveness of validation - How well does
validation target those with error? How well does
validation remove error? How much error remains after
validation?

Extent of Validation

Validation in the Pell Grant program is not limited to cases
1

selected by the Pell Central Processor. Institutions may
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independently decide to validate a potential recipient Thus, Pell
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if,,,,:.<1

31

1.4

:i
31

recipients fall into three categories regarding validation:

Pell Processor Selected - Those recipients who were selected
for validation by the Central Processor as described above.

Institution Selected - Those recipients who were not selected
by the Central Processor, but were optionally selected by the
institution. For purposes of this project optional selection
was defined as the presence in these students files of
documentation relating to their sources of income, either
taxable or non-taxable.

Not Selected - Those recipients who were not selected by the
Central Processor and who were not optionally validated by
the institution.

Table 7-1 presents data on the estimated percentage of Pell

recipients falling into each of the three validation categories. The

table shows that almost 80 percent of the recipients were verified with

slightly less than one-half of Pell recipients being selected for

validation by the Central Processor. This figure will differ from one

produced by the Processing System because our figure relates only to

recipients as opposed to applicants, not all of whom become recipients.

Since Pell validation was targeted on applicants thought to have erred in

providing application data, students with differing characteristics were

likely to have different rates of selection, especially when these

characteristics are the basis for validation selection.

Applicants are selected for validation without regard for the

institution they will be or are attending. Among types of institutions,

recipients attending 4-year public institutions were the most likely to

be selected, followed fairly closely by recipients attending 2-year

private, 4-year private, and 2-year public institutions. Recipients

7-7

2 4 3



TABLE 7-1
THE WENT OE VALIDATION IN THE PELL GRANT PROGRNM

BY DEPENDENCY STATUS AND TYPE AND C(JTROL OF INSTITUTION,
1985-86

PELL PROCESSOR INSTITUTION SELECTED NOT SELECTED
SELECTED % of Cases Not % of Cases Not

% of All Ceaes % of All Cases Pell Selected % of All Cases Pell Selected

Total 45.9 33.7 62.4 20.3 37.6

Student Status
Independent 37.1 41.3 65.7 21.6 34.3
Dependent 53.3 27.5 58.9 19.2 41.1

Type and Control
-.1
1

2-Year Public 42.7 39.5 68.9 17.8 31.1
co 4-Year Public 53.4 24.6 52.8 22.0 47.2

2-Year Private 49.5 32.7 64.8 17.8 35.2
4-Year Private 43.3 39.4 69.4 17.4 30.6
Proprietary 26.8 45.3 61.9 27.9 38.1

For example: The Pell Processor selected an estimated 37.1 percent of all independent Pell recipients for
validation. Of those not selected, our study uncovered evidence that institutions selected 65.7 per cent for their
own validation. These represent 41.3 percent of all indev.Indent I.-cioients. In total an estimated 78.4 percent of
all independent Pell recipients 141.3 plus 37.1) were validated in 1985-86. For dependent students this figure is
80.8 percent.
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attending proprietary institutions were much less likely to be selected

for validation.

While institution selected cases comprised 33 percent of all cases,

institutions voluntarily chose to validate 62 percent of the pool of

available cases (i.e., those not Pell selected). Unlike the Pell

validation system, institutions were somewhat more likely to choose to

validate independent recipients rather than dependent recipients. Four

year private and 2-year public institutions most frequently conducted

optional validation, 2-year private and proprietary institutions

conducted optional validation in 5 percent fewer cases, and 4-year public

institutions were between 10 and 15 percent less likely to have validated

those recipients not selected for validation by the Central Processor.

Non-validated cases comprised one-fifth of all cases. The percent of

cases not validated was consistent by dependency status and among

recipients attending 2-year public, 2-year private, and 4-year private

institutions. However, rec;pients attending 4-year public and

proprietary institutions were somewhat less likely to be validated.

Proprietary institutions had a higher percent of non-validated cases

because of the lower rate at which their recipients were selected for

validation by the Central Processor. For 4-year public institutions, the

higher percent of ncNn-selected cases was caused by a low rate of optional

institution validation.

The rate at which Pell recipients are validated is only one measure

of the extent of validation. Analyzing activities at the data item level

provides another opportunity to describe the extent of validation. For

example, types of documentation can be described for Pell and institution
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selected

collected

recipients. A comparison of Pell selected and institution

cases revealed little difference in the type of documentation

as verification of income related items. Compliance with ED
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requirements is a second dimension of the analysis of validation

activities at the item level. Although measurement of compliance with

Pell validation requirements was not an explicit focus of the study, data

can indicate the overall compliance for Pell-selected cases. Since we

can determine with the highest degree of certainty the presence and

accuracy of documentation of income related items, these data can serve

as a useful proxy for compliance with Pell validation requirements. Our

analysis indicates that in cases selected by the Pell Processor,

institutions obtained source documentation of income (e.g., tax forms)

over 95 percent of the time. This suggests a high level uf compliance

with validation requirements.

Effectiveness of Validation

Our purpose in this section is to present evidence concerning the

effectiveness of Pell validation in removing error from the program, In

this context, effectiveness has three critical dimensions:

The ability to target validation on those applications
containing errors

The ability of the validation process to eliminate errors on
those applications selected for validation

The ability of the validation process to reduce the amount of
error remaining in validated cases.

The Pell validation subsystem attempts to maximize the impact on

accuracy of a given expenditure of institutional resources. By targeting

validation on applicants thought to have erred in completing their
7-10
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applications. we can analyze the effectiveness of Pell validation in

selecting error-prone applications by studying initial error rates. That

is, we can study the difference between all of the data reported on the

first Computed Applicant Record (CAR -- the Pell processor applicant

file) transact4on and best data. The other primary purpose of validation

is the removal of error from those cases validated. Error removed can be

measured as the difference between error at the beginning of the award

process, based on the first CAR transaction, and error at the end of the

process, based on the CAR payment transaction. The third goal of

validation is to reduce the amount of error remaining in validated

cases. The effectiveness of valida-Aon at accomplishing this goal can be

assessed by looking at error at the end of the award process.

Targeting Cases

A starting point for this analysis is examining item discrepancy

rates for recipients In Table 7-2, item discrepancy rates are presented

for those data items that have to be verified according to the Pell

validation requirements. Discrepancy rates are presented for both the

beginning of the award process (best data compared to data from the first

CAR transaction), and the end of the award process (best data compared to

data from the CAR payment transaction).

If the validation system were successful in targeting resources, then

cases selected for validation should have higher error rates in the six

validated items at the beginning of the award process than those cases

not selected for validation. The table reveals that the Pell validation

selection criteria were effective at identifying recipients who

misreported the six data items required to be verified. For all six data

9
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TABLE 7-2
PERCENT Or CASES WITH SELECTED PELL =IN DISCREPANCIES*

ON THE FIRST AND PAYMENT TRANSACTIONS BY
VALIDATION STATUS AND REPORTED DEPENDENCE STATUS.

PELL SELECTED

1985-86

INSTITUTION SELECTED NOT SELECTED
First
Trans.

Payment
Trans.

First
Trans.

Payment
Trans.

First
Trans.

Payment
Trans.

Net Income** 39.0 25.2 22.2 18.7 25.1 21.2Independent 35.3 23.8 18.0 15.1 21.3 14.7Dependent 41.2 26.1 27.5 23.4 28.7 27.3

Non-Taxable Income** 41.1 22.0 36.8 28.9 35.1 18.9
Independent 27.1 21.3 34.5 33.6 24.1 19.9Dependent 49.3 22.5 39.7 23.0 45.6 18.0

Dependent Net Income** 43.5 39.6 37.8 37.8 34.8 34.6

Household Size** 28.5 25.5 20.3 18.5 21.6 21.3
Independent 14.8 11.7 16.0 14.9 12.6 12.9Dependent 36.2 33.3 25.5 22.9 29.4 28.7

Number in College** 15.2 12.8 12.8 12.1 10.5 10.9
Independent 7.7 5.7 9.7 9.0 6.2 6.2Dependent 19.3 16.7 16.4 15.8 14.4 15.1

Dependency Status 4.5 3.2 3.6 3.6 3.7 4.3Independent 7.1 6.0 5.2 5.5 7.2 8.5
Dependent 2.9 1.5 1.4 1.3 0.4 0.4

* Using a + $50 tolerance

** Excludes cases switching dependency status

For example: An estimated 41.1 percent of those recipients that the Pell processor selected forvalidation had erroneous non-taxable income data on their first valid transaction. This discrepancy
rate dropped to 22 percent by the time they received the &AR transaction that was used to determine
their Pell Award.
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elements, Pell selected cases had higher rates of misreporting based on

the first transaction than either institution selected or non-selected

cases. This was especially true of net income (AGI minus U.S. taxes)

where the misreporting rate was approximately 15 percentage points higher

for Pell selected cases than cases not selected. Even for those data

items newly required to be verified in 1985-86, there were higher initial

discrepancy rates for Pell selected cases.

A more important measure of the effectiveness of validation is the

ability of validation to reduce payment error in the cases selected. The

focus on payment error is important because not all item discrepancies

result in payment error. For example, low income recipients who qualify

for a maximum award may have a high rate of item discrepancy, but using

verified data does not produce award changes since they may still qualify

for a maximum award. Thus, the validation process must first identify

the most error-prone cases (i.e., those whose awards will change),

eliminate payment error prior to award, and have the lowest residual

error rate to be judged maximally effective.

In Table 7-3 we analyze the effectiveness of Pell selected validation

in selecting error-prone applicati as by comparing initial error rates

(i.e., the difference between the award calculated using data reported on

the first transaction, best enrollment status, and best cost of

attendance and the best award) among Pell selected, institution selected,

and not selected cases. Unlike the finding that Pell selection targeted

well on cases with discrepancies in the six data items, the table reveals

that neither Pell nor institution selection was particularly successful

at identifying error-prone recipients (recipients with payment error).

7-13

25 a



TABLE 7-3
TARGETING ERROR-MOM CASES:

PELL STUDENT ERROR
COMPARING THZ FIRST TRANSAMON TO THZ BEST AWARD BY
VALIDATION STATUS AND REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

'":7<rSietkl:m

NO ERROR UNDERAWARDS ONERAWARDS
(Within $50)
Percent Percent

Total
Mean ($ Millions) Percent Mean

Total
($ Millions)

Not Selected 55.3 14.6 461 38.3 30.1 602 102.6
Independent 69.7 13.9 627 24.1 16.4 954 43.2
Dependent 41.5 15.3 318 14.2 43.2 474 59.4

.1
i

Pell Selected 59.4 11.5 510 74.8 29.2 576 215.1
1-.

rt. Independent 79.9 7.9 671 25.2 12.2 745 43.2
Dependent 47.3 13.6 455 49.7 39.1 545 171.9

Institution Selected 63.5 10.6 460 46.0 25.9 478 116.3
Independent 72.9 8.3 512 22.4 18.8 536 53.0
Dependent 51.6 13.6 420 23.6 34.9 438 63.3
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Of the three categories of recipients, not selected recipients began the

award process with the highest percent of cases in error. Pell selected

recipients were the next most frequently found to be in error with

institution selected recipients being the least likely to contain

errors. Pell selected validation was somewhat more effective at

identifying overawards and dependents with higher amounts of error.

Another cut at these data is shown in Table 7-4. Here we see that

for all not selected Pell recipients, the average potential payment error

was $248. This is higher than the corresponding potential payment errors

for Pell selected ($227) and institution selected ($172) recipients.

This indicates that neither selection process is doing well at

identifying cases that are prone to have payment error, especially

overawards.

Removing Payment Error Through Validation

Perhaps the most important aspect of validation is the extent to

which it removes errors in awards from the program. Table 7-5 presents

data on the change in award error throughout the award process. From the

table it can be seen that error rates generally decline throughout the

award process whether a case is validated or not. That is,

self-corrections tend to reduce error. Pell selected cases had the most

significant improvement in accuracy. Underawards decreased $48.1 million

and overawards decreased $36.8 million reflecting an improvement in

accuracy among Pell selected recipients of almost $85 million. An

25,)
7-15



TABLE 7-4
POTENTIAL STUDENT ERROR AT FIRST TRANSACTION BY VALIDATI(N STATUS, 1985-86

PIOT PELL narrnrnavswop SELECTED SELECTED

Absolute Error

Total Potential Error ($ Millions) 140.9 289.9 162.3
Number with Potential Error 253,000 520,000 345,000
Mean Error(Those with Potential Error) $554 $559 472
Mean Error (All in Validation Status) $248 $227 $172

Underawards
Total Potential Error ($ Millions) 38.3 74.8 46.0
Number with Potential Error 83,000 147,000 100,000
Mean Potential Error $461 $510 $460

I-,

(TN Overawards
Total Potential Error ($ Millions) 102.6 215.1 116.3
Number with Potential Error 170,000 373,000 245,000
Mean Potential Error $602 $576 $478



TABLE 7-5
MOVING PAYMENT ERROR THROUGH VALIDATION:

CHANGE IN PELL STUDENT ERROR
BETWEEN THE FTRST AND PAYMENT TRAIJSACTIONS HY

VALIDATION STATUS AND REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,
1985-86

PAYMENT ERROR

UNDERAWARDS OVERAWARDS
REMOVED

(Within $50) Total
Percent ($ Mdllions)

Total
Percent ($ Millions)

Percent

No4. Selected 3.1 -1.4 -9.9 -1.7 -13.5Independent 5.5 -3.4 -10.8 -2.1 -8.6Dependent 0.8 0.5 0.9 -1.3 -4.9

Pell Selected 6.7 -4.1 -48.1 -2.6 -36.8---.3

1
Independent 6.4 -4.3 -21.6 -2.1 -11.21-4 Dependent 6.8 -4.0 -26.6 -2.8 -25.6--.3

Institution Selected 5.3 -1.5 -17.9 -3.7 -25.0Independent 5.9 -0.7 -9.1 -5.2 -20.0Dependent 4.5 -2.7 -8.8 -1.9 -5.1

Negative values indicate that the value of the statistic decreased between the first and paymenttransaction
Positive values indicate that the value of the statistic increased between the first and paymenttransaction

Error calculations include all data elements, not just the six verification items.

For example: The percentage of 2e11 Selected recipients with no error increased by 6.7percentage points between the first and payment transactions. This 6.7 percentage'points is madeup of a 4.1 percentage point decrease in recipients with underawards and a 2.6 percentage pointdecrease in recipients with overawards.
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interesting sidelight is that in terms of net program error there was

actually an estimated $10 million increase because underawards declined

more than overawards.

Table 7-6 is a different look at these data. We can see that despite

not being good at selecting payment error-prone cases, validation is

effective at reducing error. This reduction is based on the number of

cases with error removed and the average amount of error removed. For

those with potential payment error after their first transaction, Pell

selected and institution selected validation removed $164 and $125 per

case respectively. This compares favorably with the $92 per case

reduction in error apparently caused by self-correction. The poor

ability to select error-prone cases is again shown by the relatively

closer numbers for mean error removed for all in the category (including

those who initially had no potential payment arror) for each type of

recipient.

Payment Error Remaining After Validation

Remaining or residual error is the difference between the award based

on best cost of attendance, best enrollment status, and the data reported

on the payment transaction and best award (i.e., student error as defined
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TABLE 7-6
MEW ERROR REMOVED BETWEEN FIRST

AND PAYMENT TRANSACTIONS BY VALIDATION
STATUS, 1985-86

NOT PELL INSTITUTION
SELECTED SELECTED mac=

Absolute Error
Total Error Removed (Millions) $23.4 $84.9 $42.9
Cases Initially in Error 253,000 520,.00 345,000
Mean Er1-7,- Demoved (Those Initially $92 $164 $125

in Error)
Mean Error Removed (All in Validation $41 $66 $45

Status)

1 Underawards
Total Error Removed (Millions)
Cases Initally in Error
Mean Error Removed

Overawards
Total Error Removed (Millions)
Cases Initially in Error
Mean Erorr Removed

$9.9 $48.1 $17.9
83,000 147,000 100,000
$119 $328 $179

$13.5 $36.8 $25.0
170,000 373,000 245,000

$79 $99 $102



in Chapter 2) and is presented in Table 7-7 by validation status and

reported depeadency status. Not selected cases had the highest residual

error rates followed by Pell selected and then institution selected

cases.

Table 7-8 summarizes these data in a slightly different fashion.

Here we see that after all the correction processes are complete and we

compare the remaining error, institution selected cases have the least

error per recipient, followed by Pell selected and then not selected

recipients.

However, substantial error still remains after validation.

Apparently there is a lower bound on the error rates and magnitudes which

is not particularly vulnerable to validation. Table 7-9 recalls selected

data fro-" Table 7-3 to illustrate this point. For each of the six

mandated validation items there is very little difference in the

discrepancy rates at the payment transaction regardless of validation

status (even though Pell selected cases began with higher discrepancy

rates). This suggests that validation only goes so far in removing error

and fails to reduce discrepancy rates below some floor. This further

suggests that other types of corrective actions will be required to

reduce error to more acceptable levels.

7-20 00u
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TABU 7-7
RESIDUAL ERROR:

PELL STUDNNT ERROR
BYVALIDATION STATUS AND REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

NO ERROR USDERANARDS OVERANARDS
(Within $50)
Percent Percent

Total
Mean ($ Mallions) Percent Mean

Total
($ Millions)

Not Selected* 58.4 13.2 380 28.4 28.4 553 89.1

Independent 75.2 10.5 458 13.3 14.3 876 34.6

Dependent 42.3 15.8 330 15.1 41.9 448 54.5

-..1

1

t.)
Pell Selected* 66.1 7.4 282 26.7 26.6 525 178.3

-.

Independent 86.3 3.6 208 3.6 10.1 . 668 32.0

Dependent 54.1 9.6 299 23.1 36.3 501 146.3

Institution Selected* 68.8 9.1 328 28.1 22.2 438 91.3

Independent 78.8 7.6 331 13.3 13.6 461 33.0

Dependent 56.1 10.9 326 14.6 33.0 426 58.2

26 ("3

In order to test for a significant relationship between error and validation status, we ran a
chi-square test for both independent and dependent Pell recipients. In both cases, validation
status was significantly related to student error at the .0022 level.
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TABLE 7-8
STUDENT ERROR REMAINING AT PAYMENT TRANSACTION BY

VALIDATION STATUS, 1985-86

Absolute Error

Total Remaining Error (Millions)

NOT
SELECTED

$117.5

PELL
SELECTED

$205.0

INSTITUTICS
SELECTED

$119.4
Cases with Remaining Error 235,000 435,000 295,000
Mean Error (Those with Remaining Error) $496 $473 $405
Mean (All in Validation Status) $207 $161 $127

Underawards
Total Remaining Error (Millions) $28.4 $26.7 $28.1
Cases with Remaining Error 75,000 05,000 86,000
Mean Remaining Error $380 $282 $328

Overawards
Total Remaining Error (Millions) $89.1 $178.3 $91.3
Cases with Remaining Error 160,000 340,000 209,000
Mean Remaining Error $553 $525 $438



TABLE 7-9
PERCENT OP CASES WM SELECTED PELL /TEN
DISCREPANCIES ON THE mum TRANSACTION

HT VALIDATION STATUS, 1985-86

PELL SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL SELECTED NOT SELECTED

Net Income 25.2 18.7 21.2

Non-Taxable Income 22.0 28.9 18.9

Dependent Net Income 39.6 37.8 34.6

Household Size 25.5 18.5 21.3

Number in College 12.8 12.1 10.9

Dependency Status 3.2 3.6 4.3



Conclusion

The foregoing analyses indicate that validation activities for

recipients selected by the Pell Processor and by institutions are

extensive. A comparison of the relative effectiveness of Pell validation

indicates that Pell selection is more effective than institution

selection in choosing the cases with the highest frequency of item

discrepancies for the mandated items and for removing item discrepancy.

There is no appreciable difference among Pell selected, institution

selected, or non-selected cases concerning item discrepancy remaining

after ,/alidation.

Analysis of award changes presents slightly more complex results.

The analysis is graphically summarized in Exhibit 7-1. Pell selection is

more effective at targeting error prone recipients than institution

selection, but not-selected recipients are the most error prone. Pell

selected validation removes the most payment error, but institution

selected has the least error remaining after validation.

These analysis indicate that validation is an effective means of

removing some of the student error in the Pell Grant program. However,

additional measures will be required if the large amount of remaining

error, even in those items targeted for validation, is to be drastically

reduced.
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$248 Potential Error

$200

Error $227 Potential Error
Removed
($41)

$150

$207
Error
Remaining

$100

Error

Remcwrxi $172 Poterltlal Error
($66)

Error
Removed

$161 ($46)
Error
Remaining

$127
Error
Remaining

<AAA

Not Pell Institution
Selected Selected Selected

EXHIBIT 7-1. SUMMARY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
VAUDATION IN REMOVING STUDENT ERROR, 105-116
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7.1.2 Institutional Validation in the Campus-Based Programs

Unlike Pell validation discussed in the previous section, in 1985-86

there was no requirement that institutions verify students in the

Campus-Based programs. As a preliminary step toward implementation of

an integrated verification system, certain non-Pell eligible students had

asterisks placed next to the FC by the Central Processor. Validation for

these students was optional in 1985-86. Except for cases where messages

appeared, institutions were only required to validate the conflicting

data item.

The purpose of this section is to provide evidence of the extent,

nature, and effectiveness of validation in the Campus-Based programs and

to compare this activity to Stage One. Specifically we address questions

concerning:

How often institutions chose to validate Campus-Based
recipients

How the rate of validation differed by student and
institution characteristics

The documentation used in conducting validation

The effect of validation on remaining item discrepancy and
error rates.

Extent of Validation

Table 7-10 shows that 73 percent of Campus-Based recipients were

validated, and how this varied by dependency status. Roughly one-third

(32.2 percent) of all Campus-Based recipients were selected by the Pell

7-26



TRELE 7-10
PERCENTAGE or CANPUS-BASED RECIPIENTS

SELECTED PON
VALIDATION ET ommosior STATUS,

1985-86 AND 1983-84

Reported
Dependency Institution
Status Pell Selected Selected Not Selected

1985-86 1983-84 1985-86 1983-84 1985-86 1983-84

Independent

.1 Students 32.5 21.5 39.2 45.0 28.3 33.5
1

IV
-4 Dependent

Students 32.0 19.0 42.3 42.5 25.7 38.5

Total 32.2 19.7 41.2 43.3 26.6 37.1



Processor for validation and slightly more recipients (41.2 percent) were

selected by the institution for Campus-Based validation. A total of

about one-fourth of Campus-Based recipitnts (26.6 percent) were not

selected by the institution for Campus-Based validation, nor were they

selected by the Pell Processor for Pell validation. For the 1983-84

academic year, 37.1 percent of Campus-Based recipients were selected by

neither institutions nor the Pell Processor indicating an increase in the

incidence of validation of Campus-Based recipients.

While the percentage of Campus-Based recipients selected by the

institution for validation decreased slightly from the 1983-84 academic

year, a much higher percentage of Campus-Based recipients were selected

by the Pell Processor in the current study. Thus, in the 1983-84

academic year, institutions selected 53.9 percent of Campus-Based

recipients that were not Pell selected and in the 1985-86 academic year,

they selected 60.8 percent of the Campus-Based recipients that were not

Pell selected. These figures would indicate an increase in the extent of

institution selected validation. Furthermore, while not shown in the

table institutions were more likely to select a Campvs-Based recipient

if the recipient was flagged by the Pell Processor. Recipients who were

flagged were selected by the institution 75.3 percent of the time, while

institutions selected 64.1 percent of the Campus-Based recipients not

flagged by the Pell Processor.

7-28
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Table 7-11 shows the differences in the extent of Campus-Based

validation by institution type and control and by type of aid received.

This table shows that Campus-Based recipients at 2-year institutions

(both public and private) and at 4-year public institutions were more

likely to be Pell selected than Campus-Based recipients at 4-year private

or proprietary schools. In addition, Campus-Based recipients at 4-year

private, proprietary, and 2-year public schools wer: more likely to be

selected by the institution. Thus, Campus-Based recipients at 2-year

public schools were most likely to be either Pell or institution

selected, while Campus-Based recipients at 2-year private schools were

least likely to be Pell or institution selected. Of the Campus-Based

recipients not Pell selected, 2-year public schools and 4-year private

schools selected the highest percentages, while 2-year private schools

selected the lowest percentagq.

Data indicate that recipients participating in multiple programs are

most likely to be selected for validation by the Pell Processor.

Campus-Based recipients who had a GSL were more likely to be Pell

selected than Campus-Based recipients having only a Pell award without a

GSL. In addition, recipients with awards in all three programs and

recipients with Pell and Campus-Based awards were more likely to be Pell

selected than Pell recipients in general.

For the most part, institution selected validation concentrated on

Campus-Based recipients noi. in the Pell program. However, Campus-Based

recipients with no other type of aid were most likely not to be selected
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TABLE 7-11
THE =INK OF VAL/DATION

IN THE CAMS-MUD PROGRAMS
BY tramtrnan MR AIM coma. AND

TYPE OP AID INESIV AtED,
--_,w1985-86

Type and Control

Pell Selected Institution Selected Pot Selected

% of All Cases % of All Cases
% of Cases Not
Pell Selected % of All Cases

% of Cases Not
Pell Selected

2-Year Public 38.7 43.2 70.5 18.1 29.54-Year Public 37.4 33.9 54.2 28.7 45.82-Year Private 38.0 16.5 26.6 45.5 73.44-Year Private 22.9 50.8 65.9 26.3 34.1Proprietary 24.4 44.4 57.6 31.2 40.4

Aid Received

C-B only 0 58.7 58.7 41.3 41.3Pell & C-B 46.5 30.6 57.2 22.9 42.8C-B & GSL 0 67.9 67.9 32.1 32.1
Pell, C-B, & GSL 50.1 28.1 56.3 21.8 43.7
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at all, while Campus-Based recipients that also received a Pell and a GSL

were most likely to be either Pell or institution selected.

Validation Documentation

In addition to analysis of the extent of Campus-Based /alidation, we

examined the type and frequency of documentation found in sampled

students files. We analyzed these data across four dimensions:

individual data items most frequently validated :.,terns for Pell and

institutionally selected cases, patterns for dependent and independent

cases, and comparison of these data with data from the 1983-84 Stage One

pilot study. Tables 7-12 and 7-13 present the data on validation

documentation for dependent and independent students, respectively.

Taxable and nontaxable income, household size, and number in college were

the data items for which documentation was found in recipient files most

frequently. This pattern generally is consistent with the 1983-84 Stage

One data. However, the frequency with which documentation was found in

students' files increased between 1983-84 and 1985-86 for virtually every

item, both for Pell selected and institutionally selected cases as well

as independent and dependent students. These data suggest a general

increase in validation activities across all dimensions of our analysis.

Documentation for taxable income was most frequently present in

student files. Tax returns or statements of non-filing were present in

nearly 100 percent of dependent cases (Table 7-12) and over 95 percent of

the independent cases (Table 7-13). The greatest increases in

verification documentation for both dependent and independent cases

occurred for household size and number in college. This appears to be

7-31
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TABLE 7-12
FILE DOCUMENTATION IN THE OAMPUS-BASICD PROGRAM
FOR DEPENDENT STUDENTS SELECTED FOR VALIDATION,

1985-86 and 1983-84

Type of Documentation in File

Parents' U.S. Tax Return

Parente' State Tax Return

Parents' W-2 Forms

Parents' Statement of Non-Tax

Statement From Social Security
Regarding Parents' Benefits

Statement From Social Service
Agency Regarding Parents' Benefits

Student's Tax Return

Student's W-2 Forms

Letter From Social Security
Agency Regarding Household Size

Statement from Parent and/or
Student Regarding Household Size

Letter from Institution
Regarding Number in College

Pell Processor Selected
for Validation

% of Recipients
with Documentation
1985-86 1983-84

90.6

1.4

3.8

8.0

4.8

2.8

31.3

0.6

0

30.81

8.8

27 9

Institution Selected
for Validation

% of Recipients
with Documentation

1985-86 1983-84

79.1 91.2 91,3

7.6 0.5 6.8

8.9 2.5 5.6

6.1 8.9 6.9

3.5 3.4 1.1

2.3 1.2 1.6

16.8 28.1 13.7

0 0.9 0

1.2 0.2 0.6

3.4 16.51 3.4

0 6.8 0.5



MILS 7-13
FILE DOCUNENTATION 111 THE CANPUS-BASED PROORAK

FOR INDEPENDENT STUDENTS SELIETED FOR VALIDATION.
1985-86 and 1983-84

Type of Documentation in File

Pell Processor Selected
for Validation

% of Recipients
with Documentation

Institution Selected
for Validation

% of Recipients
with Documentation

1985-86 1983-84 1985-86 1983-84

Students' U.S. Tax Return 72.5 56.2 67.7 59.7

Students' Stata Tax Return 1.2 0 1.9 0

Students' W-2 Forus 3.1 5.8 5.8 3.7

Students' Statement of
Non-Tax Filing 23.3 31.1 30.7 32.3

Statement From Social Security
Regarding Student's Benefits 1.0 0 0.5 0

Statement From Social Service Agency
Regarding Student's Benefits 4.3 7.5 9.2 5.0

Parents' Tax Return 19.9 4.7 9.8 4.6

Letter From Social Security
Agency Regarding Household Size 1.0 2.8 0.7 0

Statement from Student
Regarding Hous2hold Size 19.9 0 19.4 2.5
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the result of increased emphasis on these items in Pell validation. The

greatest s vgle increase in the frequency 4ith which documentation was

collected was for dependent student tax returns which increased by over

15 percent for both Pell and institutionally selected cases.

Effectiveness of Validation

In the discussion of Pell validation, we assessed the effectiveness

of PeIl selected validation by analyzing the changes occurring in item

discrepancy and error rates throughout the award process. Since there

was no centralized applicant history file for the Campus-Based programs,

we were unable to repeat this type of analysis in this section. To

assess the effectiveness of validation in the Campus-Based programs, we

compare the frequency and &mount of student error for selected and

non-selected cases. By analyzing student error we are only able to focus

on the amount of error that remains after the validation process was

completed, not tne amount of error removed by validation. While this is

an imperfect measure of the effectiveness of validation, we believe that

it can provide useful insights into the ability of validation to limit

student errors.
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Tables 7-14 tmd 7-15 present remaining discrepancy rates for data

items often verified during validation. Separate tables are shown for

independent and dependent recipients because of the vastly different

treatment they receive in the EFC formula. ror independents, expected

income, which is not verifiable, is used in the EFC formula so that the

only items that could be affected by validation were household size and

number in postsecondary education.

With the exception of adjusted gross income for dependent students, the

tables do not indicate a consistent relationship between item discrepancy

rates and validation. The discrepancy rote for adjusted gross income is

lower for selected recipients than for non-selected recipients. While

other conclusions are possible, this finding is consistent with the

hypothesis that validation is successful at ideLtifying and eliminating

errors in adjusted gross income.

The lack of a similar relationship between validation and discrepancy

rates for the other data items is not surprising. Adjusted grcss income

is the easiest item to verify with documentation. Requirements for many

of the other items rely n statements from students and parents and not

source documents such as a tax return.

Consequently, for items like household size and number in

postsecondary education, verification is difficult and often may not

uncover errors. Also, with many students packaged well below need,

institutions may not correct discrepancies which they know will not

reduce need below award.
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TABLE 7-14
CAMPUS-BASED VALIDATION:

PERCENTAGE OF DEPENDENT STUDENTS Icrui SELECTED ITEM DISCREPANCIES*
REMAINENG AFTER vAumnomr, BY VALIDATION STATUS.

Item Pell Selected

1935-86

Institution S*".1cted Not Selected

Adjusted Gross Income 17.4 17.5 23.3

U.S. Income Tax 23.9 27.8 25.8

Other Nontaxable Income 27.0 34.0 31.5

Dependent's Income 19.2 25.0 23.1

-4
1 Household Size 29.5 25.6 21.2L o
cn

Number in Postsecondary 16.5 13.8 14.9
Institution

* Using a + $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.

283



L.)

TABLE 7-15
CAHPUS-BASED VALIDATION:

PERCENTAGE OF nampozarta STUDENTS WITH SELECTED ITEN DISCREPAPCIES
RINAINING AMR VALIDATION, BY VALIDATICN STATUS,

1985-86

Item Pell Selected Institution Selected Not Selected

Household Size* 12.6 10.4 13.2

Nunibers in Postsecondary
Institution* 7.4 4.9 4.2

*Excludes cases switching dependency status
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Table 7-16 compares residual student need errors among the three

categories of validation. The data indicate that Pell selected cases

have the lowest remaining error rate, followed by non-selected cases, and

then institution selected cases having the highest remaining error rate.

There is little difference among the three validation groups in terms of

the rate of understatements. Pell selected students had a much lower

rate of overstatements than either institution selected or non-selected

students, however. These results hold for both independent and dependent

recipients although the impact of validation on independent students is

tenuous given that the EFC formula for independents is largely based on

expected data which could not be verified.

Interpreting the data presented in Table 7-16 is difficult given that

we are only analyzing remaining error. The lack of a centralized

applicant history file for the Campus-Based programs means that we could

not measure error at the beginning of the award process or the error

removed during the award process. Higher remaining error rates in one of

the validation status categories as compared to the others may only

indicate a more error-prone population and not the effectiveness of a

given validation treatment. There is some evidence that this is in fact

taking place. Campus-Based recipients who also received Pell awards had

significantly lower error rates, particularly overstatements, than

Campus-Based recipients not receiving Pell awards. Pell recipients

because they have lower incomes would be expected to have lower rates of

overstatements given the positive relationship between income and error

demonstrated in Chapter 6. Consequently, the institution selected and

7-38 28,j,



TABLE 7-16

CAMPUS-BASiD RESIDUAL STUDENT NEED ERROR

BY VALIDATION STATUS AND DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

UNDERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENTS

Awards in
(Within $50) Total Total Excess of Need

Ectsent ?Arad Hun (I Millions) Percent NSID (S millions) (S Millions)

,j

1

to
go

Pell Selected

Independent

Dependent

Institution Selected

Independent

Dependent

Not Selected

Independent

Dependent

44.8

38.2

48.4

28.5

24.9

30.2

35.3

32.1

37.2

22.3

18.2

24.5

22.8

21.2

23.6

20.5

21.1

20.2

621

904

507

855

1,399

612

808

1,116

616

57.0

23.9

33.2

102.8

52.0

50.8

56.4

29.9

26.5

32.9

43.7

27.1

48.8

53.9

46.2

44.2

46.8

42.6

978

1,513

507

1,204

1,631

S56

1,175

1,788

777

132.8

96.2

36.6

309.5

154.0

155.6

176.7

105.9

70.7

34.0

25.6

8.5

67.3

27.3

40.0

36.2

18.2

18.0

r
A



i:

not selected groups, because they include students not receiving Pell

awards who are more error-prone, may well have begun the award process

with higher error rates. This could help explain why the remaining error

rates for institution selected and not selected cases were higher.

7.1.3 Institutional Validation in the GSL Program

The purpose of this section is to examine the extent and

effectiveness of institutional validation in the GSL program. Validation

rates for GSL recipients are presented by types of aid received. The

effects of institutional validation on student certification error are

also presented. As in the Campus-Based program, institutions are not

required to validate GSL recipients.

Table 7-17 gives validation rates for GSL recipients by types of

other aid received. Students receiving only GSL funds were selected

least frequently for institutional validation. Students with

Campus-Based aid in addition to GSL funds but no Pell Grant, were

institutionally validated most frequently. This indicates that

institutions are not as likely to validate students who receive no

Campub-Based funds.

Validation of GSL recipients is likely to have an effect on student

certification error only if a recipient's family AGI is above $30,000.

Table 7-18 presents student certification error statistics by validation

status for students whose net family AGI is over $30,000. The tz.ble

7-40
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TABLE 7-17

EXTENT OF VALIDATION IN THE GSL PROGRAM BY

TYPE OF AID RECEIVED,

1

Type of Aid

Received

PELL SELECTED

Percent of

All

Recipients

1985-86

jfftlIBLIOMLLY SELECTED OKIT SELECTED

Percent of Percent of

All Those Not

Recipients Pell Selected

Percent of

All

Recipients

54.5

29.1

32.1

21.7

Percent of

Those Not

Pell Selected

GSL Only

Pell and GSL

Campus-Based and GSL

Pell, Campus-Based,

and GSL

0

39.8

0

50.2

45.5

31.1

67.9

28.1

45.5

51.7

67.9

56.4

54.5

48.3

32.1

43.6

Overall Percent of GSL

Recipients

16.0 45.4 54.0 38.6 46.0
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TABLE 7-18

RESIDUAL ERROR:

EFFECT OF VALIDATION ON STUDENT CERTIFICATION ERROR

FOR STUDENTS WITH BEST FAMILY AO OVER $30.000,

1985-86

OVERCERTIFICATIONS

(Within 1501

fused. Percent

Total

Hun ($ Millionsl*

Pell Selected 71.3 28.7 2126 9.6

Institution Selected 65.5 34.5 1185 223.4

Not Selected 72.4 27.7 1000 153.7

*Due to a revision in the estimate of
total GSL loan volume, these figures
should be reduced by apprcximately
10 percent.
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shows that the rate of certificatio:1 error is actually higher among

institution selected recipients than other recipients. As with

Campus-Based validation, this rate is that of remaining error. Error

removed by validation cannot be measured in the GSL program. The Pell

selected group accounts for less than one-half of 1 percent of the total

GSL population. In fact, only three sampled cases were found to be (1)

selected for Pell validation, (21 abive the $30,000 threshold, and (3)

have student certification error. A GSL recipient whose best family AGI

is over $30,000 and received a Pell Grant is likely to have reported less

than $30,000 in family AGI. Two of the three sampled cases just

mentioned fit this description. This explains the relatively high mean

error for these recipients.

7.2 QUALITY CONTROL OF INSTITUTIONAL PROCEDURES

In order to analyze the extent and effectiveness of institutional

quality control (QC) procedures, the Institutional Questionnaire (IQ)

gathered information on seven functional areas in delivering student

aid. The IQ gathered information concerning verification of the

following:

Cost of attendance

Enrollment status

Award calculations

Need adjustments

Other aid received

Amount of aid disbursed

Satisfac ory academic progress.



The IQ asked a series of questions for each of these areas in order

to assess what quality control procedures institutions used, how often

the procedures were employed, and what follow-up procedures an

institution used after correcting an identified problem. Based upon

initial analysis of this data, the responses given to these questions

were grouped in L.ategories according to the type of procedures used at

the school. The data relating to the frequency of QC procedures and

follow-up QC procedures were not easy to collapse in groups for analysis

and did not appear to be related to error. We suspect that the responses

to these secondary questions were imprecise and hence masked the

underlying effects of Li., procedures. What was related to error, and

hence important to analyze, was the type of QC procedures an institution

used. Therefore, the focus of our analysis of the relationship between

QC procedures and institutional error was on what QC procedures an

institution used and not how often they employed them or what follow-up

procedures the schools used.

7.2.1 Description of Framework Used for Categorizing Institutions

In order to place schools in categories for anzdyzing the effects of

QC procedures on error, we used a two-step process. First, we determined

all of the different types of QC procedures each institution used, and

then grouped institutions according to the types of QC procedures they

used.

In the first step, each individual QC procedure used by a school was

placed in one of four categories. These four categories were:

Automated QC procedures

292
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Manual QC procedures

Sampling

Other auxiliary QC procedures.

Automated QC procedures included all types of QC checks that made use

of automated technology. Automated QC procedures could include automated

checking procedures of other aid a student is receiving, a student's cost

of attendance category, or a student's enrollment status. In a similar

fashion, manual QC procedures include all types of QC checks that are

performed manually. The distinction between manual and automated QC

procedures is not in the nature of the information checked, but rather in

how the checks are performed. Sampling QC procedures are those that

involve selecting students at random from a population and using the

sample to confirm the validity of specific data items. Sampling is a

relatively sopnisticated QC procedure, and the fact that an institution

uses sampling procedures could suggest a very sophisticated and

comprehensive approach to quality control. The category "Other" includes

all other auxiliary QC procedures that did not fit neatly in any of the

previous categories. lhese procedures included checking with other

offices, interviewing students, using internal audits and auditors, and

using consultants.

In the second step, after determining which QC procedures an

institution used, we developed groupings of QC procedures. These

groupings were designed to be the focus for our analysis of the

relationship between QC procedures and error. The analysis categories

were mutually exclusive and totally exhaustive so that each institution

would be categorized in one and only one group for analysis. The



analysis groups we used are labeled as follows:

Little or no QC

Automated

Sample

Automated/Sample

Manual/Other

Manual or Other/Sample

Mixed.

The automated group is composed of those schools that employed

moderate to extensive use of automated QC checks with little or no use of

any other QC procedures. The group of sampling schools relied only on

moderate to extensive use of sampling QC procedures. Schools in the

automated/sample category made moderate to extensive use of both

automated QC procedures and sampling. The manual/other category included

schools that had moderate to extensive use of manual QC procedures or

moderate to extensive use of other auxiliary QC procedures. The -anual

or other/sample category included schools in either of the following

categories:

Moderate to extensive use of manual QC procedures and

moderate to extensive use of sampling, or

Moderate to extensive use of other auxiliary QC procedures
and moderate to extensive use of sampling.

Schools in the Mixed category made moderate to extensive use of QC

procedures with no particular category of procedure or procedures

p,edominantly used. Finally, schools in the little or no QC category

made little or no use of any QC procedures. Exhibit 7-2 summarizes each

of the analysis groups just described aad the procedures that constitute

each of them.
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CORRESPONDING QC
OC ANALYSIS CATEGORY PROCEDURE(S)

Little or No QC

Manual/Other

Mixed

Automated

Sample

Manual or
Other/Sample

Automated/Sal7fple

Little of No Use of Any QC Procedures

Moderate to Extensive Use of Manual OC
Checks, or

Moderate to Extensive Use of Other
Auxiliary QC Procedures (e.g. Checking Other
Offices, Interviewing Students, Using Internal
Audits and Auditors, Using Consuttants)

Moderate to Extensive Use of OC Procedures
with No Particular Procedure(s) Predominating

Moderate to Extensive Use of Automated
QC Checks, Not in Conjunction with Other
QC Procedures

Moderate to Extensive Use of Sampling
Procedures, Not in Conjunction with
Other QC Procedures

Moderate to Extensive Use of Manual QC
Procedures and Moderate to Extensive
Use of Sampling, or

Moderate to Extensive Use of Other QC Procedures
and Moderate to Extensive Use of Sampling

Moderate to Extensive Use of Automation, and

Moderate to Extensive Use of Sampling

EXHIBIT 7-2. FRAMEWORK FOR PLACING INSTITUTIONS IN CATEGORIES
OF QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES FOR ANALYZING

INSTITUTIONAL ERROR

7-47
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7.2.2 Extent of Quality Control

As shown in Table 7-19, the use of QC procedures varied a great deal

across institutions by type and control. Both 2-year public institutions

and proprietary institutions relied upon manual or auxiliary QC

procedures (37.4 percent of the recipients at all 2-year public

institutions and 45.9 percent of the recipients at all proprietary

institutions attended an institution that was in the manual/other

category) while 4-year public schools made predominant use of automated

and sampling procedures (32.7 percent of recipients at 4-year public

schools were at an institution in the automated/sample category). Both

2-year and 4-year private schools predominantly used sampling and

sampling in conjunction with either manual QC procedures or other

auxiliary QC procedures (26.6 percent of the recipients at all 2-year

private institutions attended a school in the sample category and 21.4

percent of the recipients at all 4-year private schools attended a school

in the manual o other/sami,e category), respectively.

7.2.3 Relationship Between Quality Control and Institutional Error

As shown in Tables 7-20 and 7-21, the use of QC procedures is related

to institutional error in the Pell and Campus-Based programs. Those

recipients attending institutions with extensive use of sampling QC

procedures had significantly lower rates of institutional error,

particularly when sampling is used in conjunction with other QC

procedures.
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TABLE 7-19
INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES

BY TYPE AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION,
1985-86

PERCENT OF CASES

Institutional
QC Procedures

2-Year
Public

4-Year
Public

2-Year
Private

4-Year
Private Proprietary

Little or No QC 5.3 1.9 7.3 11.6 6.5
(5.7% of all recipients)

Automated 13.0 24.6 24.0 11.4 3.0

(16.4% of all recipients)

Sample 14.5 13.5 26.6 8.5 16.5.

(13.0% of all recipients)

Automated/Sample 8.9 32.7 0.0 13.1 7.6

(19.4% of all recipients)

Manual/Other 37.4 6.6 22.1 15.8 45.9
(19.9% of all recipients)

Manual or Other/Sample 10.7 6.6 8.5 21.4 13.0
(12.0% of all recipients)

Mixed 10.2 14.1 11.5 18.2 7.5
(13.6% of all recipients)
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TABLE 7-20

INSTITUTIONAL PELL ENRON BY

INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES,

1905-06

Institutional Quality

EtntrilLtracedurn

Little or No

Quality Control

UNDERAWARD OVERMAN
(Within $50)

Percent tenant Nun Muni

(6.2% of Pell recipients) 61.5 12.5 390 26.0 584

Mixed

(11.4% of Pell recipients) 66.1 11.7 325 22.2 559

Automated

(16.9% of Pell recipients) 68.4 8.6 361 23.1 520

Sample

(14.3% of Pell recipients) 70.2 14.4 398 15.5 496

Automated/Sample

(20.6% of Pell recipients) 76.8 8.0 328 15.2 479

Manual/Other

(19.7% of Pell recipients) 62.6 16.2 482 21.2 472

Manual or Other/Sample

(10.9% of Pell recipients) 81.8 10.4 315 7.8 380

CHISQUARE: 49.561

OF: 12

PVALUE: 0.0001
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TABLE 7-21

INSTITUTIONAL CAMPUS-BASED NEED ERROR BY

INSTITUTIONAL QUALITY CONTROL PROCEDURES.

1905436

QUALITY CONTROL PfttnouRES NUMB UNOERSTATEMENT OVERSTATEMENT

(Within $50)

Percent Percent Mina &tont Miami

Little or No QC

(4.1% of CampusBased

recipients)

Mixed

(11.6% of CampusBased

recipients)

Automated

(18.3% of CampusBased

recipients)

Sample

(12.3% of CampusBased

recipients)

Automated/Sample

(23.3% of CampusBased

recipients)

Manual/Sample

(16.5% of CampusBased

recipients)

Manual or Other/Sample

(14.11. of CampusBased

recipients)

53.2 20.4 1,008 26.3 1,936

73.5 14.8 638 11.7 816

61.9 20.4 691 17.7 859

67.8 14.4 575 17.9 960

76.3 12.0 541 11.7 8E1

61.6 15.4 617 23.0 1,055

73.4 8.7 1,045 17.9 1,280

CHISQUARE: 61.816

DF: 12

P-VALUE: 0.0001
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As shown previously, the findings for the Pell and Campus-Based

programs were consistent with each other, while the findings for the GSL

program were not; institutional quality control procedures were related

to lower error rates in the Pell and Campus-Based programs, but were not

in the GSL program.

In the Pell Grant program, recipients attending institutions

categorized in the three groups of QC procedures that involved sampling

had the three lowest institutional error rates, while recipients at

institutions with little or no QC had the highest institutional error

rates. The manual or other/sample group had the lowest frequency of Pell

institution error with an 18.2 percent error rate; this was followed by

the automated/sample group (23.2 percent) and the sample group (29.8

percent). Recipients attending schools with little or no QC had the

highest rate of Pell institution error at 33.9 percent.

As shown in Table 7-20, results similar to the Pell program occur in

the Campus-Based programs when relating Campus-Based institution error to

the use of QC procedures. Recipients at schools in the automated/sample

category had the lowest rate of institutional Campls-Based need error.

Recipients attending schools with little or no QC kad die highest rates

of institutional Campus-Based need erlar. One minor difie:ence from the

results in the Pell program is that recipients at institutions in the

mixed category followed those in the automated/sample category in having

the lowest rate of institutional Campus-Based need error.
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A.1 THE TriLE IV PROGRAMS

Five major Federal programs of financial assistance to post-high

school students have evolved from legislation of the 1960's and early

1970's. Collectively, these five programs are known as the "Title IV"

programs after Title IV of the Higher Education Act (20 USC 1070a, b.

1071, 1087aa, and 2751; and 42 USC 2751) which, as amended, provides the

legislative authority for them. (Two Tit)e IV programs are not discussed

here.) The five major Title IV programs can be divided into three

groups: the Pell Grant program, the Campus-Based programs, and the

Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) program. Each is discussed below.

A.1.1 Description of the Pell Grant Program

The Pall Grant (formerly BFOG) program is an entitlement program for

undergraduate students, designed to be the foundation upon which all

other Federal, state, and private aid builds. The 1-.11 Grant program was

implemented in academic year 1973-74. Eligibility for the program is

determined through a nationally uniform financial eligibility test,

called the Family Contribution Schedule, developed by ED and approved by

Congress every year. Usually, institutions disburse the funds directly

to students based upon a payment schedule developed by ED. In addition,

an alternate disbursement system operated by ED disbursed funds directly

to eligible students attending a small number of institutions that

elected not to administer the program. This alternate disbursement

system ended after the 1986-87 academic year. Currently, awards range

from $200 to $2,100 for full-time students. Awards are reduced

proportionately for part-time students.
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A.1.2 Description of thu Campus-Based Programs

Each of the three Campus-Based programs is administered by

participating postsecondary institutions. Each participating institution

applies annually for subsequent year funds, and reports prior year

activity cy., the "Fiscal Operations Report and Application to Participate

in Federa:. Student Financial Aid Progyams" (FISAP). The Campus-Based

award process perhaps best demonstrates one of the major differences

between these programs and, for instance, the Pell program. Individual

institutions are free within the regulations to establish the parameters

within which Campus-Based aid is awarded. Financial aid administrators

at these institutions award Campus-Based funds in conjunction with other

programs to meet student need as determined by an ED-approved need

analysis procedure, most often the Uniform Methodology. Campus aid

administrators tailor awards to meet this need according to available

funds and the institutional aid packagiag philosophy. This aid packaging

philosophy may dictate the sequence, amount, or type of aid given and the

percentage of need met for different types of students. Some

institutions may make limited use of loans and work to freshmen, for

instance, while awarding more loans to upper classmen. The following

parts of this section describe essential components of each Campus-Based

program.

National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) - The NDSL program is

the successor tc, the National Defense Student Loan program.
NDSL capital contribution provides money to institutions so
that they can make loans to needy students. This Federal
capital is matched by the institution in 1:9 ratio.

Additional funds for lending are generated through

institutional collections of outstanding loans, commonly

called the revolving fund.

A-2
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College Work-Study (CW-S) - CW-S is designed to enhance the
availability of jobs for college students, undergraduate and
graduate, through the provision of wage subsidies. The
maximum Federal subsidy is 80 percent of wages, although
employers may pay more than 20 percent of wages to further
expand availability. The institution helps locate the jobs
and monitors the program. Employers, which may be non-profit
organizations, including the institution, pay students at

least monthly for hours worked. Funds are allocated on a

formula basis first to the state and then to the

institution.

Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant (SEOG) SEOG's

were formerly the Educational Opportunity Grants (EOG's).

This program was originally authorized to provide support to
"exceptionalil needy" students with academic promise. In the

course of reauthorization, particularly in 1972, the program
has been altered slightly to supplement the Pell Grant for
those students demonstrating need. Funds are allocated to
the institution based on a two-stage formula. The first
stage is a congressionally-mandated formula allocating the

money to states, and the second stage is a formula based on
the level of institutional need.

A.1.3 Description of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) provides the most financial

assistance to postsecondary students of all Title IV programs. It makes

available to students attending eligible postsecondary institutions loan

funds with which to meet educational expenses. The program uses capital

provided through private sector banks, savings and loan associations,

credit unions, and educational and other financial entities. The Federal

government subsidizes these loans through "special allowances" to lenders

in order to increase lender yields to provide a more equitable return.

In addition, the government pays the full interest on borrowed amounts

when students are in school, in a "grace period," or during periods of

deferment.
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To receive a Federally-subsidized GSL, students must meet general

eligibility criteria, similar to other Title IV programs, and also

demonstrate financial need. If a student's or family's adjusted gross

income (AGI) is less than or equal to $30,000 need is presumed. If AGI

is greater than $30,000, a student must demonstrate need through need

analysis. (This feature of the GSL program has subsequently changed.

Now all students must demonstrate need.) Any student may receive a

guaranteed student loan if a lending institution is willing to approve

it, although those not demonstrating need will not qualify for the

Federal interest subsidies. Students can borrow up to $2,500 per year to

a maximum of $12,000; graduate students can borrow up to $5,000 per year

to a lifetime maximum of $25,000.

GSL's are guaranteed by state agencies or non-profit agencies acting

for the state. This guarantee protects lenders against borrower default

on loans. State agencies are reinsured by the Federal government.

Students are responsible for repayment of loans after ceasing at

least half time enrollment and after a brief grace period. During

repayment, students pay both the pri. ipal 'nd interest, while the

Federal government continues to pay the "special allowance," the

difference between the interest rate charged (7, 8, or 9 percent) and the

prevailing interest rate for Treasury bills. The maximum repayment

period is 10 years.
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A.2 OVERVIEW OF THE TITLE IV DELIVERY HYMN

This section provides brief descriptions of the delivery system for

each of the following Federal Student Aid programs: Pei.), Camrus-Based

(SEOG, NDSL, and CN-S), and GSL. The delivery system is the

administrative structure and interrelationship of all parties resulting

in the transfer of student aid funds from ED to eligible students. The

delivery system for each program, like the programs themselves, exhibits

significant differences that must be taken into account in any quality

control study.

Pell Grant Program. The Pell program represents perhaps the most

direct Federal involvement in the delivery of student aid. In this

program, studencs apply to either the Pell processor, contracted by ED,

or MDE's and directly receive eligibility reports (SAR's). Students

present the SAR's to institutions and, on the babAs of the student aid

index (SAI) and cost of education, institutions compute the students'

Pell Grants through the Pell Grant payment schedule, published by ED.

ED develops budget forecasts and establishes initial institutiona,

authorization levels for Regular Disbursement System (RDS) institutions

prior to the beginning of the academic year. Institutions may

subsecitently request adjustments through ad hoc reports and the

submission of SAR's to ED.
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Institutions disburse funds directly to students after validating

SAR's that have been selected by the processor. Instititutions maintain

records, reconcile student and institutional accounts, and collect

overpayments. At least binannually, the institutions must audit program

records and ED may conduct program revievs.

Campus-Based Pzograms. In the Campus-Based delivery system,

participating institutions annually complete the FISAP that comprises

both an annual report for the past year and an application for program

funds for the subsequent academic year. ED allocates program funds to

institutions on a two-stage formula basis. Students complete and submit

a financial statement to a third-party processor or to the institutions

they plan to attend. Processors generate an expected family contribution

(EFC) from financial and demographic data submitted by the student and

forward a report to institutions indicated by the student on the

financial statement.

Campus-Based financial aid administrators evaluate the students'

eligibility status and need analysis reports and make awards from one or

more of t'ae Campus-Based progr-ms taking into account the EFC, other aid

(Pell, state, institutional, and private), the institution's aid

packaging philosophy and policies, available program funds and

educational costs. Financial aid administrators have discretion to alter

the EFC on a case-by-case basis if additional information indicates that

the EFC fails to represent accurately the actual family or student

financial condition. (Financial aid administrators also have this

discretion in the Pell Grant program.)
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The institution must notify students of awards from each of the

Campus-Based sources. Students must accept or decline individual

awards. Students also must sign a promissory note if they accept NDSLs.

Institutions disburse NDSL and SEOG funds at least twice a year and

CW-S funds at least once a month. Student accounts may be directly

credited with SEOG and NDSL awards, with amounts in excess of

institutional bills paid to students. At least the Federal portion of

CW-S must be paid as wages by check to the student.

Institutions have the general responsibility for keeping program and

student records. Institutions must collect outstanding NDSLs, the

revenue from which provides additional institutional loan funds.

Institutions are responsible for deferring or cancelling loans.

Institutions must also collect or credit to following year student

resources any overpayments to students from Campus-Based funds that

result from the receipt of additional or unanticipated aid or work

funds. Institutions must reconcile program accounts annually and conduct

account audits at least biannually. ED may conduct program reviews based

on a series of program criteria.

Guaranteed Student Loam Program (GSL). The GSL delivery system is

substantially different from that of the other Title IV programs because

it adds two other groups of direct participants, state or private

non-profit guarantee agencies and lending institutions. In addition, a

host of indirect participants may also play roles in the delivery system,

including the Student Loan Marketing Association (Sallie Mae) and other

A-7
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secondary markets, commercial billing agencies, and commercial collection

Each student desiring a GSL completes an application and submits it

to the institution of expected attendance. The institution determines

student eligibility status and, through need analysis reports, the

institution calculates EFC and sets the maximum loan limit up to existing

need.

The application is forwarded to the lender, which determines the

actual loan amount and forwards the application to the appropriate

guarantee agency. The guarantee agency reviews the application and

apprcyes or disapproves the application for guarantee.

If approved, the lender issues a check, either to the student or to

both the student and the institution. The Federal government pays the

lender interest payments plus special allowances while the student is in

school and during other periods of deferment. ED also pays

administrative allowances to guarantee agencies. As long as borrowers

maintain at least half-time enrollment, and during a grace period of up

to 12 months after the student is no longer enrolled at least half time,

loan payments may be deferred. Students enter repayment after a grace

period of six months following termination of enrollment.

Lenders are responsible for collecting loans from borrowers, although

they may sell the notes or contract servicing agencies to collect for

them. Regulations prescribe detailed procedures in the case of default

on loans.
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TABLE 8-1

ESTIMATED* JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR TITLE ry RECIPIENTS. 1985-86

Averallo Award II)
Mo. of Combined

_SIMMOnin_01. Certification Pell Grant CammusAised

No GSL No Pell NOSL
Certification Grant CW-S

SEOG
NOSL & CW-S
NDSL & SEOG
CW-S & SEOG
NDSL. CW-S & SEOG
Marginal Average Award
Marginal Total Students

Pell Grant No Campus-Based
NOSL
CW-S
SEOG
NOSL & CW-S
NDSL & SEOG
CW-S 1. SEOG
NUSL. CW-S & SEOG
Marginal Average Award
Marginal Total Students

Marginal Average Award
Marginal Total Students

GSL No Pell No Campus-Based
Certification** Grant NMI

CW-S
SEOG
NOSL & CW-S
NDSL & SEOG
CW-S & SEOG

DEIII_SELlfi
Marginal Average Award
Marginal Total Students

Pell Grant No Campus-eased
NOSL
CW-S
SEOG
NOSL & CW-S
NOSL & SEOG
CW-S t SEOG
NOSL. CW-S & SEOG
Marginal Average Award
Marginal Total Students

Marginal Average Award
Marginal Total Students

Overall Average Award
Grand Total Students

35,026 1,061.90 1,061.90
20,597 863.49 863.49
16,765 576.31 576.31
18,850 885.32 1,013.19 1,903.51
23,043 864.00 663.16 1,527.16
13,465 1,302.68 771.45 2,074.13

_12,37.3 1.041.22 1.156.72 221.311 2.996.32
970.68 1,054.3' 688.68 1,432.42

140,120 89,292 65,285 65,646 140,120

968,314 1,174.83
81,881 986.26 986.26 1,323.25
132,568 1,188.10 1,188.10 1,241.26
95,544 471.21 471.21 1,179.48
45,088 932.17 1,112.06 2,044.23 1,570.68
55,215 906.04 626.91 1,532.95 1,342.05
63,427 1,282.35 497.74 1,780.09 1,313.08
42.121 1.061.41 1.259.45 Mali 3.069.59 1.444.84

969.75 1,207.71 556.92 1,351.16 1,221.07
1,484,154 224,305 283,204 256,307 515,844 1,484,158

970.02 1,178.98 583.79 1,368.42 1,221.07
1,624,278 313,597 348,489 321,953 655,964 1.484,158

1,905,455 2,681.59
66,072 1,205.45 1,205,45 3,449.37
90,490 1,136.87 1,136.87 2,528.42
19,756 697.59 697.59 2,477.14
52,388 1,114.23 1,446.69 2,560.91 2,622.64
24,500 1,245.76 1,026.48 2,272.24 2,227.58
38,496 1,256.35 719.97 1,976.32 2,222.61
29.409 927.72 1.112.1Q 902.64 2,242-.54 LMIL.04

1,136.07 1,232.25 830.88 1,688.88 2,677.79
2,226,564 172,369 172,287 73,655 321,109 2,226,564

726,295 1,335.03 2,313.29
66,429 880.56 880.36 1,418.39 2,181.04
97,825 1,103.50 1,103.50 1,447.63 2,187.24
93,264 503.27 503.27 1,394.07 2,297.26
47,931 920.55 1,151.38 2,071.93 1,363.57 2,089.54
36,783 914.77 760.61 1,675.38 1,361.52 2,296.67
56,149 1,166.84 747.04 1,913.87 1,432.23 2,306.85

957.15 1.161.8Q 772.69 Z.B.9.1A.54 1.456.92 2.252.33
920.72 1,140.76 671.00 1,486.68 1,367.87 2,280.78

1,204,125 230,592 281,354 265,645 477,830 1,204,125 1,204,125

1,012.83 1,179.94 718.47 1,568.45 1,367.87 2,538.44
3,430,f89 402,961 453,641 339,300 798,939 1,204,125 3,430,689

994.10 1,179.54 656.50 1,478.25 1,286.82 2,538.44
5,054,967 716,558 802,130 661,253 1,454,903 2,688,283 3,430,689

* These figures were based on program estimates at the time of the study and do not reflect final figures.
r.** Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, the estimates of the number of students participating will
310 change by as much as 10 percent.
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TABLE B-2

DISTRIBUTION OF Trims rw, FUNDS Br PROGRAM, 1985-86*

Pell

Campus-Based
GSL SMOG NDSL CM-S All C-B

NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS 2,797 830 3,920,549** 612,489 630,362 734,732 1,273,711

(1,966) (1,378) (709) (733) (892) (1,576)

AVERAGE AWARD PER 1,290.39 2,547.02 654.57 994.98 1,182.98 1 489.58

RECIPIENT (1,313.25) (2,390.09) (641.32) (968.66) (1,168.44) (1,433.33)

TOTAL FUNDS 3,610,283,079 9,985,710,868** 400,916,200 627,199,172 869,176,645 1,897,292,016

DISTRIBUTED (2,581,859) (3,293,543) (506,645) (710,030) (1,042,246) (2,258,921)

Numbers in parentheses represent sample steistics. All other numbers are population
estimates as of the date of the study and do not reflect final figures.

** Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures should be reduced
by approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE B-3

DISTRIEUTION Or PELL AWARDS BY INCONE, 1965-86it

Income ($)
Number of
Recipients

Percentage
of

Recipients

Average
Award per
pecipient Total Awards

Percentage
of

Total Award

0-5,000 917,908 32.8 1,518 1,392,950,365 38.6

5,001-10,000 667,081 23.8 1,386 924,686,270 25.6

10,001-15,000 516,166 18.5 1,254 647,187,900 17.9

OVER 15,000 696,675 24.9 926 645,458,543 17.9

TOTAL 2,797,830 100.0 1,290 3,610,283,079 100.0

*These figures were based on program estimates at the time of the study and do
not reflect final figures.
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TABLE B-4

DISTRIBUTION OF CAMPUS-BASED ANARDS BY INCOME, 1985-86

Income ($)
Number of
Recipients

Percentage
of

Recipients

Average
Award per
Recipient Total Awards

Percentage
of

Total Award

0-5,000 290,386 22.7 1,363 395,799,082 20.9

5,001-10,000 241,458 18.9 1,595 385,078,579 20.3

10,001-15,000 201,674 15.7 1,375 277,335,120 14.6

OVER 15,000 547,674 42.7 1,532 839,079,235 44.2

TOTAL 1,281,192 100.0 1,481 1,897,292,016 100.0
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DISTRIBUTION OF REPORTED CAMPUS-BASED NEED BY INCOME, 1985-86

Incmme ($)
Number of
Recipients

Percentage
of

Recipients

Average
Need per
Recipient

0-5,000 290,386 22.7 3,669

5,001-10,000 241,458 18.9 3,929

10,001-15,000 201,674 15.7 3,117

OVER 15,000 547,674 42.7 3,356

TOTAL 1,281,192 100.0 3,497

B-5

Total Need

Percentage
of

Total Need

1,065,393,594 23.8

948,655,839 21.2

628,586,475 14.0

1,837,807,579 41.0

4,480,443,488 100.0



TABLE B-6

DISTRIBUTION OF BEST CAMPUS-BASED NEED BY INCOME, 1985-86

Ivcome (5)
Number of
Recipients

Percentage
of

pecipients

0-5,000 290,386 22.7

5,001-10,000 241,458 18.9

10,001-15,000 201,674 15.7

OVER 15,000 547,674 42.7

1,281,192 100.0

Average

Need per
pecipient Total Need

Percentage
of

Total Need

3,301 958,487,232 24.1

3,455 834,177,697 21.0

2,941 593,052,314 14.9

2,901 1,588,961,345 40.0

3,102 3,974,678,588 100.0
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DISTRIBMION OF CAMPUS-BASED AWARDS BY
REPORTED AND BEST NEED, 1985-86

Reported
Need ($)

Number of
Recipients

Percentage
of

Recipients

Average
Award per
Recipient Total Awards

Percentage
of

Total Award

1,000 OR LESS 103,950 8.1 600 62,343,480 3.3

1,001-2,000 251,715 19.8 974 245,139,951 12.9

2,001-3,000 276,426 21.6 1,342 370,907,248 19.6

3,001-4,000 241,635 18.9 1,486 359,122,602 18.9

4,001-5,000 150,081 11.7 1,949 292,560,212 15.4

OVER 5,000 257,386 20.1 2,204 567,218,523 29.9

Best
Need ($)

1,000 OR LESS 220,891 17.3 1,070 236,288,523 12.5

1,001-2,000 241,278 18.8 1,056 254,844,521 13.4

2,001-3,000 229,449 17.9 1,304 299,198,494 15.8

3,001-4,000 236,931 18.5 1,572 372,384,575 19.6

4,001-5,000 131,061 10.2 1,913 250,730,776 13.2

OVER 5,000 221,582 17.3 2,184 483,845,127 25.5

TOTAL 1,281,192 100.0 1,480 1,897,292,016 100.0
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TABLE B-8

DISTRIBUTION OF GSL AWARDS BY INCOME, 1985-86

Percentage Average Percentage
Number of of Award per of

Income ($) Recipients* Recipients Recipient Total Awards* Total Award

0-5,000 803,934 20.4 2,610 2,098,509,823 21.0

5,001-10,000 535,359 13.6 2,516 1,347,001,400 13.5

10,001-15,000 539,335 13.7 2,848 1,535,854,430 15.4

OVER 15,000 2,057,722 52.3 2,432 5,004,345,215 50.1

TOTAL 3,936,350 100.0 2,537 9,985,710,868 100.0

*Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan volume, these figures
should be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE C-1
SIGNIFICANT COMPONENTS or INSTITUTIONAL
ERROR* IN THE PELL PROGRAM, 1985-86

Percent Mean
of Cases Net Overawards Underawards

Item With Errors Error ($ Millions) ($ Millions)

Net Error

($ Millions)

Enrollment Status
Error 18.2 19 110.5 100.9 9.6

a
Cost of Attendance
Error 7.3 41 32.3 24.0 8.3

Calculation Error 7.8 17 47.6 43.9 3.7

Categorical Error 4.1 997 114.2 N/A 114.2

Award to Student
Without a Statement
of Educational 0.7 1356 28.1 N/A 28.1
Purpose

Award to Student
with a Bachelor's
Degree 0.3 1569 13.6 N/A 13.6

-- Defaulted on Lortn

at Institution 0.2 754 4.7 N/A 4.7

Award to Student
Without Selective
Service Compliance
Statement 1.0 1058 30.5 N/A 30.5

Payment of Second
Installment of :kid

Without Financial
Aid Transcript 2.0 755 41.2 N/A 41.2

Payment of Subse-
quent Disbursement
to Student Not
Making Satisfactory
Academic Progress 0.1 884 3.2 N/A 3.2

Award to Non-Citizen 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

*Using a 450 tolerance.
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TABLE C-2
SIGNIFICANT COMPONENTS OF INSTITUTIONAL NEED
ERROR* IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS, 1985-86

Percent
of Cases

Item Nith Errors

Mean
Net
Error

Overstate-
Rents
($ Millions)

Understat-
mints
($ Millions)

Nt Error
($ Millions)

Errors in Factoring 22.7 -112 70.A 103.6 -32.6
Pell Awards

Cost of Attendance 2.6 -172 25.8 31.5 -5.7
Error

EFC Error 0.4 134 1.6 0.9 0.7

Errors in Factoring 1.1 1240 23.3 6.4 16.9
GSL Awards

-qq
-4

Initial Overawards** 5.6 656 47.2 N/A 47.2 g

Disbursement Error** 4.3 784 42.8 N/A 42.8

Categorical Error** 3.1 1121 45.0 N/A 45.0

-- Award to Student
with Bachelor's
Degree 0.0 0.0 0.0 N/A 0.0

-- Payment of Sub-
sequent Disbursement
to Student Not
Making Satisfactory
Academic Progress 0.2 349 0.7 N/A 0.7

-- Defaulted on Loan
at Institution 0.2 1391 3.4 N/A 3.4

-- Award to Student
Without a Statement
of Educational
Purpose 1.0 1169 14.6 N/A 14.6

-- Award to Student
Without Slective
Service Compliance
Statement 0.8 1406 13.8 N/A 13.8

-- Payment of Second
Installment of Aid
without Financial
Aid Transcript 1.3 834 13.6 N/A 13.6

-- Award to Non-Citizen 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

*Using a +$50 tolerance.
**Net Need Error = Awards in Excess of Need because all errors translate

directly into payment overawards
C-2
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TABLE C-3
SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS OF INSTITUTIONAL
CERTIFICATION ERROR* IN THE GSL PROGRAM,

1985-86

Percent
of Cases Mean

Total Overcer-
tifications

Item With Error Error ($ Millions)**

Errors in Factoring 3.8 643 84.6
Pell Awards

Cost of Attendance 0.2 635 5.3
Error

EFC Error 6.2 1192 260.0

Errors in Factoring 2.2 551 41.5
Other Aid

Errors in Factoring 1.6 589 32.6
Campus-Based Aid

Initial Overawards 3.3 1117 129.9

Categorical Error 1.3 3043 142.8

-- Award to Student 0.9 3483 106.7
Without Selective
Service Compliance
Statement

-- Defaulted on Loan
at Institution

0.4 2419 35.7

*Using a $50 tolerance.
**Due to a revision in tbe estimate of GSL loan volume, the figures

should be reduced by approximately 10 percent.
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TAME C-4
SIGNIFICANT COMPONENTS Of STUDENT
NEM* LW THE PILL PROGRAM, 1985-86

Percent Mean
of Cases Nt Ovorawards Undirawards Nt

With Errors Error ($ Millions) (5 Millions) (5 Millions)

Total Other Non-
Taxablo Income 7.1 378

Rome Equity 6.5 350
Dependency Status 2.2 74.2

Dependent Student/s
Not Assets 7.4 172

Student's Expected
Income 2.2 522

2ousehold Simi 9.4 114
Adjusted Gross Income 3.4 216
Number in College 4.4 151
Dependent's Adjusted
Gross Income 1.1 227

Investment Equity 0.4 340
Aid to families With

Dependent Children 0.2 451
Dependent's Total Other

Income 0.1 584
Business Farm Equity 0.2 361
Cash/Ohocking/Savings 0.8 73
Other Expected Income 0.1 360
Educational Veteran's
Benefits 0.2 107

Dependent's Federal
Taxes 0.3 48

Elementary/Secondary
Tuition 0.4 8

Parent's Marital Status 0.1 39
Student's Spouse's
Expected Income 0.0 0.0

Itemised Deductions 0.0 0.0
Student's Marital Status 0.0 0.0
IRS Exemptions 0.0 0.0
Nothor/k-uuse Portion
of Income 1.2 -20

Medical Expenses 0.7 -58
Father/Student Portion
of Income 1.7 -37

Parent's Social
Security Benefits 1.7 -95

Federal Taxes Paid 5.2 -73

*Using a 4450 tolerance.

C-4

75.1 N7A 75.1
70.6 6.6 64.0
48.8 3.4 45.4

35.5 N/A 35.5

36.7 4.1 32.6
56.2 26.3 29.9
32.3 11.8 20.6
29.7 11.2 18.4

9.1 2.4 6.8
4.4 0.9 3.5

3.3 0.9 2.4

3.1 0.8 2.3
2.0 0.3 1.7
2.9 1.7 1.5
1.0 N/A 1.0

0.7 0.1 0.5

0.7 0.3 0.3

0.6 0.5 0.1
0.2 0.1 0.1

0.0 0.0 0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0

3.2 3.9 -0.6
0.7 1.9 -1.2

3.9 5.6 -1.7

9.3 13.7 - -4.5
7.0 17.6 -10.6



TABLE C-5
SIGNI*ICANT COMPONENTS OF STUDENT NEED

ERROR* IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS, 1985-86

Percent
of Cases

Item With Errors

Mean
Net
Error

Overstatements
($ Millions)

Understatements
($ Millions)

Net
Error

($ Millions)

Student'c Expected
Income 16.1 557 186.3 71.5 114.8

Other Expected
Income 8.9 996 140.3 26.3 114.0

Household Size 12.6 363 81.6 22.8 58.7
Number in College 7.2 289 49.1 22.6 26.5
Dependency Status
Error

Student's Spouse's
3.2 641 41.4 15.4 26.0

t

Expected Income 3.5 548 49.8 25.2 24.5
Total Other Non-
Taxable Income 13.9 133 42.5 18.8 23.7

Home Equity 14.1 127 58.0 35.1 22.9
Dependent Student's
Net Assets 10.0 166 23.5 2.3 21.2
Parent's Social

Security Benefits 1.2 463 8.5 1.2 7.3
Federal Taxes Paid 9.3 61 17.8 10.6 7.2
Father/Student
Portion of Income 5.1 61 12.4 8.4 4.0

Investment Equity 2.1 151 7.2 3.2 4.0
Business/Farm Equity 0.6 345 3.6 1.0 2.7
Educational Veteran's
Benefits 0.2 584 1.5 N/A 1.5

Itemized Deductions 0.4 122 0.7 0.1 0.6
Aid to Families With
Dependent Children 0.2 94 0.7 0.5 0.2

Dependent's Total
Other Income 0.0 -500 0.1 N/A -0.1

IRS Exemptions 0.1 -255 0.02 0.3 -0.3
Elementary/Secmndary
Tuition 0.4 -60 0.1 0.4 -0.3

Parent's Marital Status 0.4 -116 0.3 0.9 -0.6
Student's Marital Status 0.6 -231 5.8 7.6 -1.8
Cash/Checking/Savings 4.5 -48 4.3 7.1 -2.8
Mother/Spouse Portion
of Income 3.9 -61 6.8 9.9 -3.0

Dependent's Adjusted
Gross Income 1.1 -256 2.9 6.4 -3.5

Adjusted Gross Tncome 8.6 -78 33.1 41.6 -8.5
Medical Expenses 6.1 -175 4.3 18.0 -13.7

*Using a +$50 tolerance.
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TABLE C-6
DISCREPANCY RATES*

OF STUDENT APPLICATION
ITEMS IN TER FELL PROGRAM,
DEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

Item

No
Discrepancy

Reported Value
Against Applicant

Reported Value
Favoring_Applicant

Percent Percent Mean Percent Mean

Total Other Non-Taxable Income 83.8 N/A N/A 16.2 1,642

Home Equity 59.1 8.1 6,679 32.8 14,399

Dependent Student's Net Assets 70.4 N/A N/A 29.6 342

Student's Expected Income 35.8 17.8 1,084 46.4 1,733

Adjusted Gross Income 89.8 4.7 2,768 5.4 5,147

Dependent's Adjusted Gross Income 63.1 14.1 664 22.9 2,314
Investment Equity 94.6 1.0 12,738 4.3 7,558

Aid to Families With Dependent 97.5 1.4 605 1.1 1,022

Children
Dependent's Nontaxable Income 68.2 5.1 1,344 6.8 1,909

Business/Farm Equity 96.6 1.8 40,111 1.7 36,914
Cash/Checking/Savings 69.5 8.1 5,628 22.4 953

Expected Nontaxable Income 92.3 2.3 1,062 5.4 1,960

Educational Veteran's Benefits 99.6 0.4 376 0.1 342

Dependent's Federal Taxes 92.2 4.3 278 3.6 272

Elementary/Secondary Tuition 98.3 1.0 345 0.6 505

Student's Spouse's Expected 99.8 N/A N/A 0.2 3,384

Income

Mother/Spouse Portion of Income 85.6 7.1 2,197 7.3 4,039

Medical Expenses 78.1 15.3 932 6.6 699

Father/Student Portion of Income 78.5 11.6 5,586 9.9 6,486

Social Security Benefits 94.6 1.6 2,733 3.8 2,679
Federal Taxes Paid 78.9 14.9 789 6.1 752

Household Size 70.4 9.8 N/A 19.8 N/A
Number in College J3.6 7.3 N/A 9.1 N/A
IRS Exemptions 94.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parent's Marital Status 99.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Student's Marital Status 99.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

* Using a $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.

C-6



TABLE C-7
DISCREPANCY RATES*

OF STUDENT APPLICATION
ITEMS IN THE PELL PROGRAM,

INDEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

No
Discrepancy

Reported Value
Against Applicant

Reported Value
Favoring Applicant

Item Percent Percent Mean Percent Mean

Total Other Non-Taxable Income 75.3 N/A N/A 24.7 1,608
Home Equity 91.0 2.0 5,867 7.0 6,372
Student's Expected Income 37.0 20.2 2,159 42.7 2,875
Adjusted Gross Income 86.8 5.1 1,811 .8.0 9,209
Investment Equity 98.8 0.5 9,011 0.7 5,201
Aid to Families With Dependent 95.3 1.8 890 2.8 1,356

Children
Business/Farm Equity 99.5 0.3 25,401 0.2 2,500
Cash/Checking/Savings 78.2 2.9 724 18.9 349
Expected Nontaxable Income 69.5 11.0 2,237 19.6 2,249
Educational Veteran's Benefits 98.3 1.0 1,373 0.7 2,711
Elementary/Secondary Tuition 99.8 0.2 304 0.0 0.0
Student's Spouse's Expected 79.4 7.9 3,548 12.6 2,944

Income

Mother/Spouse Portion of Income 93.7 3.6 2,220 2.7 4,480
Medical Expenses 94.5 3.3 442 2.1 356
Father/Student Portion of Income 83.2 4.3 872 12.6 3,822
Social Security Benefits 95.8 4.2 3,875 0.0 0.0
Federal Terms Paid 87.4 8.6 401 3.9 301
Household Size 86.6 8.1 N/A 5.4 N/A
Number in College 92.6 4.0 N/A 3.3 N/A
IRS Exemptions 92.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Student's Marital Status 99.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A

* Using a 4. $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.
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TABLE C-8
DISCREPANCY RATES*

OF STUDENT APPLICATION
ITEMS IN THE PELL PROGRAM,

ALL STUDENTS, 1985-86

Item

No
Discrepancy

Percent

Total Other Non-Taxable Income 80.0

Home Equity 73.3

Dependent Student's Net Assets 83.5

Student's Expected Income 36.3

Adjusted Gross Income 68.5
Dependent's Adjusted Gross Income 79.5

Investment Equity 96.5

Aid to Families With Dependent
Children 96.5

Dependent's Nontaxable Income 93.4

Business/Farm E,tuity 97.9

Cash/Checkiag/Savings 73.4

Expected Nontaxable Income 82.1

Educational Veteran's Benefits 99.0

Dependent's Federal Taxes 95.6

Elementary/Secondary Tuition 99.0

Student's Spouse's Expected
Income 90.7

Mother/Spouse Portion of Income 89.2

Medical Expenses 85.4

Father/Student Portion of Income 80.6

Social Security Benefits 95.2

Federal Taxes Paid 82.7

Household Size 77.6

Number in College 87.6

IRS Exemptions 93.6

Student's Marital Status 99.7

Reported Value Reported Value
Against Applicant Favoring Applicant
Percent Mean

N/A
5.4

N/A

N/A
6,546

N/A
18.9 1,596

4.9 2,323

7.8 664

0.8 11,727

1.6 751

2.8 1,344

1.1 38,460

5.8 4,539

6.1 1,998

0.7 1,074

2.4 278

0.7 338

3.5 3,548

5.5 2,204
10.0 859

8.3 4,514
2.7 3,509
12.1 666

9.0 N/A
5.8 N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A

*Using a + $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.
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Percent Mean

20.0 1,624
21.3 13,224

16.5 342

44.8 2,219
6.6 7,352
12.7 2,314
2.7 7,287

1.9 1,?48
3.8 1,909
1.0 33,711

20.8 709

11.7 2,175
0.3 2,396

2.0 272

0.3 505

5.7 2,952

5.2 4,140
4.6 628

11.1 5,138
2.1 2,679
5.1 999

13.4 N/A
6.5 N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A



TABLE C-9
DISCREPANCY RATES*

OF STUDENT APPLICATION
ITEMS IN TER CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS,

DEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

'3)1,

No
Discrepancy

Reported Value
Against Applicant

Reported Value
Favoring Applicant

Item Percent Percent Mean Percent Mean

Student's Expected Income 30.4 21.0 936 48.6 1,489
Expected Nontaxable Income 95.8 1.2 388 3.0 1,593
Student's Spouse's Expected 99.9 N/A N/A 0.1 900

Income
Other Nontaxable Income 68.9 N/A N/A 31.1 1,177 4".

Home Equity 53.0 9.8 22,969 37.2 15,869 1

Dependent Student's Net Assets 65.6 N/A N/A 34.4 451
Social Security Benefits 96.7 0.9 4,174 2.3 2,906
Federal Taxes Paid 73.9 18.0 1,224 8.1 1,374
Father/Student Portion of Income 72.9 13.9 6,778 13.2 6,220
Investment Equity 93.3 1.7 11,696 5.0 7,507
Business/Farm Equity 97.7 1.2 38,162 1.2 70,764
Educational Veteran's Benefits 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Aid to Families With Dependent 99.1 0.4 1,414 0.5 580

Children
Dependent's Nontaxable Income 93.0 3.0 1,836 4.0 1,615
Elementary/Secondary Tuition 98.2 1.4 668 0.3 579
Cash/Checking/Savings 68.3 11.8 4,595 19.9 1,296
Mother/Spouse Portion of Income 80.3 9.9 3,483 9.8 5,102
Dependent's Adjusted Gross 77.3 5.4 1,798 17.3 1,957

Inr.ome

Dependent's Federal Taxes 90.2 5.5 289 4.3 510
Adjusted Gross Income 83.4 7.4 6,353 9.1 3,504
Medical Expenses 68.0 20.0 1,065 12.0 709
Household Size 72.9 7.4 N/A 19.6 N/A
Number in College 84.0 5.0 N/A 11.0 N/A
IRS Exemptions 93.2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parent's Marital Status 98.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Student's Marital Status 99.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

* Using a 4. $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.



TABLE C-10
DISCREPANCY RATES*

OF STUDENT APPLICATION
TTRIAR Ty TRW CAMPUR-nkSED **nnnAmc,

INDEPENDENT STUDENTS, 1985-86

No Reported Value
Discrepancy Against Applicant

Item Percent Percent Mean

Student's Expected Income 30.0 24.1 1,974
Expected Nontaxable Income 78.6 5.9 1,163
Student's Spouse's Expected 84.6 6.0 2,776

Income

Other Nontaxable Income 80.7 N/A N/A
Home Equity 93.4 2.7 5,570
Social Security Benefits 97.8 2.2 3,794
Federal Taxes Paid 84.4 9.5 625
Father/Student Portion of 81.6 4.5 706

Income

Investment Equity 98.5 0.0 0.0
Business/Farm Equity 99.7 0.3 30,000
Educational Veteran's Benefits 99.2 0.2 108
Aid to Families With Dependent 97.6 0.9 474

Children
Elementary/Secondary Tuition 99.8 0.2 60

Cash/Checking/Savings 76.0 4.1 584

Mother/Spouse Portion of Income 93.1 3.8 5,551
Adjusted Gross Income 80.8 10.8 2,610
Medical Expenses 93.5 3.8 945
Household Size 87.0 7.7 N/A
Number in College 93.4 4.3 N/A
IRS Exemptions 94.5 N/A N/A
Student's Marital Status 98.8 N/A N/A

Reported Value
Favoring Applicant

Percent Mean

46.0 3,027
15.5 2,524
9.3 4,766

19.3 1,192
3.9 6,323
0.0 0.0
6.1 723

13.9 3,368

1.5 3,097
0.0 0.0
0.6 779
1.6 601

0.0 0.0
19.8 415
3.1 3,577

8.4 2,944
2.6 369
5.4 N/A
2.4 N/A
N/A N/A
N/A N/A

* Using a + $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.
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TABLE C-11
DISCREPANCY RATES*

OF STUDENT APPLICATION
ITEMS IN THE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAM,

ALL STUDENTS, 1985-86

Item

No
Discrepancy

Reported Value
Against Applicant

Reported Value
Favoring Applicant

Percent Percent Mean Percent Mean

Student's Expected Income 30.3 22.0 1,311 47.7 1,978
Expected Nontaxable Income 90.1 2.8 933 7.1 2,263
Student's Spouse's Expected
Income 94.9 2.0 2,776 3.1 4,698

Other Nontaxable Income 72.8 N/A N/A 27.2 1,181
Home Equity 66.3 7.5 20,908 26.2 15,395
Dependent Studentis Net Assets 77.0 N/A N/A 23.0 451
Social Security Benefits 97.1 1.3 3,971 1.6 2,906
Federal Taxes Paid 77.4 15.2 1,100 7.4 1,197
Father/Student Portion of

Income 75.8 10.8 5,936 13.5 5,247
Investment Equity 95.0 1.2 11,696 3.9 6,933
Business/Farm Equity 98.4 0.9 37,342 0.8 70,764
Educational Veteran's Benefits 99.7 0.1 108 0.2 779
Aid to Families With Dependent

Children 98.6 0.6 923 0.9 593
Dependent's Nontaxable Income 95.3 2.0 1,836 2.7 1,615
Elementary/Secondary Tuition 98.8 1.0 636 0.2 579
Cash/Checking/Savings 70.9 9.2 4,001 19.9 1,006
Mother/Spouse Portion of Income 84.5 7.9 3,812 7.6 4,898
Dependent's Adjusted Gross

Income 84.3 3.6 1,798 11.6 1,957
Dependent's Federal Taxes 93.4 3.7 289 2.9 510
Adjusted Gross Income 82.6 8.5 4,789 8.9 3,328
Medical Expenses 76.4 14.7 1,054 8.9 676
Household Size 77.6 7.5 N/A 14.9 N/A
Number in College 87.1 4.7 N/A 8.1 N/A
IRS Exemptions 93.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Student's Marital Status 99.5 N/A N/A N/A N/A

*Using a + $50 tolerance and excluding dependency status switchers.
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PELL STUDENT ERROR
BY

* PELL EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME

* CAR HOUSEHOLD SIZE
CAR STUDENT MARITAL STATUS

* CAR PARENT MARITAL STATUS
SRA REPORTED YEAR IN COLLEGE

* CAR STUDENT AGE (ON APPLICATION DATE)
IRS FILING STATUS
TYPE(S) OF AID RECEIVED

* DATE CAR APPLICATION WAS SIGNED
CAR NUMBER IN COLLEGE
WAS THE STUDENT SELECT FOR INSTITUTION VALIDATION
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF PELL RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF CAMPUS-BASED RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF GSL RECIPIENTS
ACADEMIC CALENDAR
PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
STUDENT WORKER FTE
USE OF AUTOMATED PROCEDURES
YEARS IN WHICH TAX FORMS ARE CHECKED
SELECTION FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
HOW SEP IS DETERMINED
HOW SAP IS DETERMINED
HOW ENROLLMENT STATUS IS DETERMINED
NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM
FREQUENCY PELL DISBURSEMENTS
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
PELL DISBURSEMENT Bi CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE

BALANCE TO THE STUDENT BY CHECK
WHEN DOES THE INSTITUTION REQUIRE TRANSFER STUDENTS TO SUBMIT A

FINANCIAL AID TRANSCRIPT
TYPE AND CONTROL

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in

Chapter 6.
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PELL INSTITUTIONAL ERROR
BY

TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
* NUMBER OF PELL RECIPIENTS

NUMBER OF CAMPUS-BASED RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF GSL RECIPIENTS

* ACADEMIC CALENDAR
PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE

* CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
STUDENT WORKER FTE

* USE OF AUTOMATED PROCEDURES
YEARS IN WHICH TAX FORMS ARE CHECKED
SELECTION FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
HOW SEP IS DETERMINED
HOW SAP IS DETERMINED
HOW ENROLLMENT STATUS IS DETERMINED
NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM
FREQUENCY PELL DISBURSEMENTS
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
PELL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE

BALANCE TO THE STUDENT BY CHECK
WHEN DOES THE INSTITUTION REQUIRE TRANSFER STUDENTS TO SUBMIT A

FINANCIAL AID TRANSCRIPT
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER STUDENT WORKER FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF, CLERICAL OR DATA

ENTRY STAFF, AND STUDENT WORKER FTE
* TYPE AND CONTROL

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in

Chapter 6.
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STUDENT CAMPUS-BASED NEED ERROR
BY

APPLICATION EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME
APPLICATION HOUSEHOLD SIZE

* APPLICATION STUDENT MARITAL STATUS
APPLICATION PARENT MARITAL STATUS
SRA REPORTED YEAR IN COLLEGE
APPLICATION STUDENT AGE (ON APP DATE)
IRS FILING STATUS
TYPE(S) OF AID RECEIVED
DATE APPLICATION WAS SIGNED
APPLICATION NUMBER IN COLLEGE
WAS THE STUDENT SELECTED FOR INSTITUTION VALIDATION
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF PELL RECIPIZNTS
NUMBER OF CAMPUS BASED RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF GSL RECIPIENTS
ACADEMIC CALENDAR
PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
STUDENT WORKER FTE
USE OF AUTOMkTED PROCEDURES
YEARS IN WHICH TAX FORMS ARE CHECKED
SELECTION FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
HOW SEP IS DETERMINED
HOW SAP IS DETERMINED
HOW ENROLLMENT STATUS IS DETERMINED
HOW IS IT DETERMINED IF DEFAULT/REPAYMENT ON A PREVIOUS LOAN IS DUE

AT THIS INSTITUTION BY THE STUDENT
NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM
HOW IS OTHER AID EXPECTED DETERMINED
HOW ARE CW-S PAYMENTS MONITORED
HOW OFTEN ARE CW-S PAYMENTS CHECKED
FREQUENCY OF SEOG DISBURSEMENTS
FREQUENCY OF NDSL DISBURSEMENTS
FREQUENCY OF CW-S DISBURSEMENTS

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in
Chapter 6.
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STUDENT CAKPUS-BASED NEED ERROR
ray (rnarrryaywn)

SEOG DISBURSEMENTS BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
NDSL DISBURSEMENTS BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
CW-S DISBURSEMENTS BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
SEOG DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
NDSL DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
CW-S DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
SEOG DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
NDSL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
CW-S DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
SEOG DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE

BALANCE TO THE STUDENT BY CHECK
NDSL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE

BALANCE TO THE STUDENT BY CHECK
CW-S DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE

BALANCE TO THE STUDENT BY CHECK
WHEN DOES THE INSTITUTION REQUIRE TRANSFER STUDENTS SUBMIT A FINANCIAL

AID TRANSCRIPT
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
TYPE AND CONTROL

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in

Chapter 6.
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INSTITUTIONAL CAMPUS-BASED NEED ERROR
BY

TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF PELL RECIPIENTS

* NUMBER OF CAMPUS-BASED RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF GSL RECIPIENTS

* ACADEMIC CALENDAR
* PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
* CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE

STUDENT WORKER FTE
USE OF AUTOMATED PROCEDURES
YEARS IN WHICH TAX FORMS ARE CHECKED
SELECTION FOR N0a-PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
HOW SEP IS DETERMINED
HOW SAP IS DETERMINED
HOW ENROLLMENT STATUS IS DETERMINED
HOW IS rr DETERMINED IF DEFAULT/REPAYMENT ON A PREVIOUS LOAN IS DUE

AT THIS INSTITUTION BY THE STUDENT
NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM
HOW IS OTHER AID EXPECTED DETERMINED
HOW ARE CW-S PAYMENTS MONITORED
HOW OFTEN ARE CW-S PAYMENTS CHECKED
FREQUENCY OF OEOG DISBURSEMENTS
FREQUENCY OF NDSL DISBURSEMENTS
FREQUENCY OF CW-S DISBURSEMENTS
SEOG DISBURSEMENTS BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
NDSL DISBURSEMENTS BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR FULL AMOUNT
CW-S DISBURSEMENTS BY CHECK TO STUDENT FOR rum. AMOUNT
SEOG DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
NDSL DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TU SCHOOL
CW-S DISBURSEMENT BY HAVING STUDENT SIGN CHECK OVER TO SCHOOL
SEOG DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
NDSL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT
CW-S DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in

Chapter C.
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INSTITUTIONAL CAMPUS-BASED NEED ERROR
BY (CONTINUED)

SEOG DISBURSEMEW: BY CREDITTNG SIIIDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSII,G THE
BALANCE TO TUE STUDENT BY CHECK

NDSL DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENZ'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE
BALANCE TO THE STUDENT BY CHECK

CW-S DISBURSEMENT BY CREDITING STUDENT'S ACCOUNT AND DISBURSING THE
BALANCE TO THE ETUDENT BY CHECK

WHEN )0ES THE INSTITUTION REQUIRE TRANSFER STUDENTS TO SUBMIT A
FINANCIAL AID TRANSCRIPT

TOTA: NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAEF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER STUDENT WORKER FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF, CLERICAL OR DATA

ENTRY STAFF, AND STUDENT WORKER FTE
TYPE AND CONTROL

Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in
Chepte- 6.
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STUDENT GSL CERTIFICATION ERROR
BY

APPLICATION EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME
APPLICATION HOUSEHOLD SIZE
APPLICATION STUDENT MARITAL STATUS

* APPLICATION PA2ENT MARITAL STATUS
* SRA REP1RTED YEAR IN COLLEGE

APPLICATION STUDENT AGE (ON DATE OF APPLICATION)
IRS FILING STATUS
TYPE(S) OF AID RECEIVED
DATE APPLICATION WAS SIGNED
APPLICATION NUMBER IN COLLEGE
WAS THE STUDENT SELECTED F-Mt INSTITUTION VALIDATION
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF PELL RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF CAMPUS-BASED REC/PIENTS
NUMBER OF GSL RECIPIENTS
ACADEMIC CALENDAR
PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
STUDENT WORKER FTE
USE OF AUTOMATED PROCEDURES
YEARS IN WHICH TAX FORMS ARE CHECKED
SELECTION FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PELL VALIDATION
WHO /S RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
HOW SEP IS DETERMINED
HOW SAP IS DETERMINED
HOW ENROLLMENT STATUS IS DETERMINED
HOW /S IT DETERMINED IF DEFAUL,/REPAYMENT ON A PREVIOUS LOAN IS DUE

AT THIS INSTITUTION BY THE STUDENT
NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM
HOW IS OTHER AID EXPCTED DETERMINED
WHEN DOES THE INSTITUTION REQUIRE TRANSFER STUDENTS TO SUBMIT A

F/NANCIAL AID TRANSCRIPT
* TYPE AND CONTROL

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in
Chapter 6.
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INSTITUTIONAL GSL CERTIFICATION ERROR
BY

TOTkL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF PELL RECIPIENTS
NUMBER OF CAMPUS-BASED RECIPIENTS

* NUMBER OF GSL RECIPIENTS
* ACADEMIC CALENDAR

PROFESSIV"L STAFF FTE
CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
STUDENT WORKER FTE
AUTOMATION FOR PRELIMINARY PACKAGING AND AWARD CALCULATION
AUTOMATION FOR AWARD LETTERS/ACCEPTANCES
AUTOMATION FOR AUTHORIZATION OF PAYMENTS
AUTOMATION FOR FUND BALANCES
AUTOMATION FOR MONITORING ENROLLMENT/SATISFACTORY ACADEMIC PROGRESS
AUTOMATION FOR STATISTICAL REPORTS
AUTOMATION FOR LOAN BILLING/DEFAULTS
AUTOMATION FOR DOCUMENT TRACKING
AUTOMATION FOR VERIFICATION TRACKING
YEARS IN WHICH TAX FORMS ARE CHECKED
SELECTION FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PELL VALIDATION
WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR PELL VALIDATION
TIME PER STUDENT FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED FOR NON-PELL VALIDATION
HOW SEP IS DETERMINED
HOW SAP IS DETERMINED
HOW ENROLLMENT STATUS IS DETERMINED
HOW IS IT DETERMINED IF DEFAULT/REPAYMENT ON A PREVIOUS LOAN IS DUE

AT THIS INSTITUTION BY THE STUDENT
NEED ANALYSIS SYSTEM
HOW IS OTHER AID EXPECTED DETERMINED
WHEN DOES THE INSTITUTION REQUIRE TRANSFER STUDENTS TO SUBMIT A

FINANCIAL AID TRANSCRIPT
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER CLERICAL OR DATA ENTRY STAFF FTE
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS PER STUDENT WORKER FTE
TOTAL NUI1BER OF RECIPIENTS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF, CLERICAL OR DATA

ENTRY STAFF, AND STUDENT WORKER FTE
* TYPE AND CONTROL

* Tested as significantly associated with error and discussed in

Chapter 6.

D-8
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1 1

1 UNCFAAWA4P 1 (./t4 11?1 I nYE°AWAkr 1 AIL 1

I . 1

I
I

I 1

I .W.A0I 1.101 /012.,141 Ye.!ki
I I

1

1
1 1

1 I

1 113.10 4.^01 VeDofil 15a.6'I
I

1

; 1 1

1.0%40A/rmo.A31
I

1 1 1
1

1 6140e7olgAll 4.1013i4/040td14.139.17711..,1
i

1 a6A547.1,;1 17tVic).711 795e74.911 e797s2.1.4ci
. 1

1 9.60 63.741 ?e.nli Iva. 1, 1. I

I ¶.341.13J1 i212:1111 564011 ip.A. ini

1

1 0.ftel Ai..151 29.611 100. . r I



TABLE 8-22
PELL INSTITUTIONAL ERROR USING A $2 TOLERANCE,

1985-86

I

1

1

I

I

IatLL
tt.lrfT4'NNAL
icquo
I

14'6LUTE PELL
ILN,Trtwel.:Nd.
IERRVW
I

IPELL
itortITI,TNNAL

IERRO
1

14m410171: PELL
IINitt/uTTCNo.
IFRRO0
I

"I"IG.tinl
1

i(wtIn.+Y.:11)

I

1 4 144C-1

1

otcEdl r

'MEAN
I

t

IMEAM
1

I

14)4

1

1

!Sum
I

t

IN044F4

IPeAr.F ,T

1 TNITytuTtry ra4CR t 1

i t I

i I NC Fgave I

1 .polF4sAion i (o/IN tpl i cyc:akci;11 1 ilL 1

o 4.
t

I 1 t I
I

t I 1 I I

I .34ftcji ,.1)01 475.43/ 47.701
.6.... 1

1 I I I 1

t I I I I

1.1;11 475.
4

01 13e.o.

I
I I I I

I I I I I

I o1V7ad047I .1.102^73031.931133017564.411
4 4 1

i I i I 1

I I i I I

11.372e65i7.3PI 1:.)o1P60734411.°S1.36dop0673.a5'
1

1 367311.1,2f tObaogy.tsI 541421.22f 2781e0.791
e I

i 13,131 47.?7I 19.6)1 100.)0i

4 4 ;

I P3?..)11 I 303. )01 ivonl 1914.w,
I

1 11.to 71.Ast 17.341 101.1: I
,
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TABLE E-23
MARGINAL INCOME ERROR FOR PELL RECIPIENTS WITH BEST

AFDC BENEFITS GREATEk THAN $0, 1985-86

PELL PECIPIENTS atm VEST AFDC > I

LAtif MEAN STANDARD P1111 RUN omxtmou STD CRON
DEVIATION 'mu( VALVC OF KAN

NAPS. FILL ERROR i OR A6I 309324 9.99212216 94.9468140 .111.1310011 1.6o.ol0ill 041111512PAPilhAL IPPON RATE FOR *GI 3.9324 T41191326 f..1321365 11C90103/ elletilee 0.11123111/11Nan. Put. taloa FOR NO11.1411681.E ITNS 3.9324 21.90911061 152.0627343 0.10101011 1566.100111.) 0.2224111PC14481671AL ERROR RATE FOR 1011111 INC 3.932R 0.13412C16 0.1130122 001:110011 1.0claet 0.4002111

E-29
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TABLE S-24
PELL STUDENT ERROR BY SAR TRANSACTION NUMBER,

1935-86

PELL 4TUDENT ERROR OT TRANSACTION %UNSER
...... ......... .........

PELL STUDENT ERROR
..... .....

OVER ALL
\ \ ...............................................4.......4.........4.\

\ \ WEIGHTED \ STUDENT PELL ERROR \ WEIGHTED \ STUDENT PILL ERROR \

\ 1..... ..... ..................44........................................................ . \

\ \ PCTSUM \ MAN \ SUM \ PCTSUP \ MEAN \ SUP \
1......................... ...... owo.40...0.....41:10.8.0.,1WA
\TRANSACTION NUMBER \ \ \ \ \ \ \

1................................ . N, \ \ \ \ \ \

\I \ 22.50\ 5,17.52\217711214.48\ 104.00\ 48.44\159303101.41
lk.O.mmapolobe.mwommm+

\2

\3
\---------------.....--
\) 3

. .......
\

\

\

...%
24.01\ 551.10\ 9842831.64\ 110.00\ 148.95% 13248434.15\

.....................m.................44.................\
26.04\ 506.14\ 2C:09650.81\ 100.14\ 106050% 239193150e

.....--,--- ..... ---......................................,..............\

21.44% 739.06\ 18463615.15\ 108040\ 114.17\ 16342915414\
..................... ..... ..... ............40...................................,......... .0.

PELL STUCENT ERROR eIT TRANSACTION MAUER

%

PELL STUDENT ERROR
1,......... ..... ............. ...

%
......

UNDER % WITHIR SW \

%
...... ....... .....

% \ WEIGHTED \ STUOENT PELL ERROR \ WEIGHTED \ STUDENT PELL ERROR \

% \ ........................................» ...... . \

% \ PCTSUM \ PEAN \ SUN \ PCTSUP \ MEAN \ SUP \

%... ... .... ......... ...... ..... 4.4, ...4
%TRANSACTION
,---- ..... ---

Nume1;
....

\

\
\ \ \ \

\ \ \ \
\
\

\
\

\I \ 9.21\ 352.26.50,01488.41% 61.24\ 0.40% 3.00%
%.... ..... ....... . ... . ...... . . . .. . . .... .... . . ... . . . ... %

%2 % s.65% .287.0014161113,6.88% 67.34%
%. ...... ..... . .. 4. .................................. . .........# ....\

% 962% 264.46\ .S13C334.3I% 14.34%
..... .............. ...... .............. ..... ......................

%, S 4.13% .553.92\ 200I3G.03% 68.3 % o.cm J.(»\
Om... ....... ..

E -30
3



TABLE E -25
PIUS rnaT AV ATTimplimrit RRINIR RV REM. COAT OF ATTENDANCE OvER

-.............-... ...... ---_-__.

83,500, 1985-86

PELL COST OF ATTENDANCE ERROR

PELL COA ENRON %... «.. ... ... ..... ....... ... %

(MX. % VI DUN SSC %
% % ....... ................................«.....«.....«.........

%
% PELL COST Of ATTENDANCE % % PELL CCST OP ATTENCANCE %

% % VET INTO) % ERROR % WEIOPTED % ERROR %
% %............. ..... ................ ..... . ................. ....... ...%
% % PC TWIN % PEON % SUN % PCT SUP % NEON % SUP %
% ,.... .........* ........... ....... ..... o. .. 41 ....%
%am CO A
'....... ...... ... .........'
%ts *SVC % SolT% 41,571%402,141.47.43% TI.12% O.SII% 11.110%..... .... ... ..................«. .... .... 41...« «..0 ....4..............%

% Do T2% -1494.12 -3414141SO 03.14% Sall% Sal%3SE r ...... ...........Ya....... aNIMP.e...mmabaapa.

%«... ..
%EST COO

PELL C ES T JF A I TE 'MANCE ERROR

NAL COO Emma
% ....... .....

cR
.... . .... .

.........

ALL

% % PELL COST OF AT TEPDANCE % % PELL COST OF ATTENDANCE %
% WEIGHTED % ERR OR % WEIGHTED % ERROR %% ....... ... .11, . ...4..... ..... ....%
% PE TSUN % PON % SUN % PC TSUP % NEON % SUN %...... ...... .............«....%

%Co $3CS L1.71% 13T3.743(3S6227.17 1OCUr% 14/11.81%2031103/9.24%%«««. ...... ...... ...
%) 0350r 1/.37% 1193.311%2130811947.61. 1)Sof:0 S5.411%44S341113113%.... ... a ....

E - 3 1
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TABLE E -26

TYPE OF CAATUS -BASED AID SZCEIVED BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

TYPf Cr AID (001TA,LININ9fw0p00 PICLUDEO IN ce 4o44° PACKW
ay STIMENT CHARACTERWICR

i
1 4RANTS 1 01.44 1 'raw I ofIns,En 11
1 .

1
i

I sFAN 1 14FAN I PEAN 1 PEareaT I
I

. o IIsIuDS DEPoomEarY VATIIII 1 1 I I I
I

I I I I t

11m0Wmpfur
1

.

22441.721
.

1,460111
.

073.0?I
.

24.sil
I

ine,Emoto, 1 i$35.2,1 1.)81.2AI 62540 6410611

I'ALL I 26i006I 1747.111 068.141 ie3.101

E-32
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TABLE E-28
CAMPUS-BASED COST OF ATTENDANCE BY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS,

1985-86

CR COST or ATTENUANCF FY OvING AansNotmENTs

i 1 CR Carr OF 1 1

1 1 ATTENOANCE 1 WEIONTED 1

1 1 1

1 i 01414 1 FERCFNT '

1 + 1

tH04SINO STATUS FOR FUnGET 1 1 1

i 1 1 I

ioN-CAMPU, 1 F779.521
1

.10,7111
1

1OFF-COINS 1 8705.351
1 -

.43,461
1

1COMFUTER 1 641,53.1OI
1 +

.t5.081
1

!INCARCERATE() 1 134R.71 4,131
I + I

my AFFANG CHANGE@ i 3,455.001
1

1

'ALL i e317.551 100.001

E-34
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TABLE 8-29
CANPUS-BASED COST OF ATTENDANCE BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

C9 COST OF 47TENfl4NCE EV rtUOENT CHA6ACTERIST/ps

I
I CS COST OP I I

I
I ATTENDANCE I WEIO!4TED I

1
I + 1

i
I MEAN I PERCENT '

I * * I

!REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS I I I

I
I I 0

I/NnEPENDENT I 9i0192111
1 * + .36061

.., I

'DEPENDENT i 71117.761
I * *

.63,541
i

!ALL
I S24160111 100,001

E -35



PXLAMTTO DICVn COST
TAALE E -3C

07 ATTENDANCE BY azmitT.E, ..9.1.01."6
g/rXrAwAXVV.

FAMILY INCOME, 1985-86

CR COST OF ATTENDANCE RY DTURENT CNARAC'Erlirriit,

I CO Orr OP 1

I ATTENDANCE I NEIONTEn I

4

i MEAN I PERCPNT I

1REPORTEo EFFECT/YE FAMILY I I I

IINCONE 1 I 1

o
I I I

ID 1000 i 761S.421 aS,76i
I 4 4 I

$5001 10000 I ea3I.911 eo,o01
o 4 4 I

$10001 t9000 I T642.511 17.2111
I 4 4 I

IOVER 15000 I 0408.211 16461
1 4 4 1

141.1. I D;ois.411 100,001

E-36
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TABLE E -31

t.."1114-00.-UAOUL UW01 OF ATTENDANCE BY REPORTED =USER= SIZE,nmess^ ^^nm

1985-86

CR COST OF ATTENRANCE SY STUDENT CMARACTERISTIO

1

1

1

1

.

ce cos? cir 1

ATTENDANCE 1

*
MEAN I

4

1

NEt0t4YED 1

1

PERCENT 1

1

IREPORYED HOUSEHOLD SIZE 1 1 1

I 1 / 1

II 1 7778,081 20,161
1 i

12 1 8636.1131 t1,461
., 4 1

13 1 6345.641 179/1
1 * # 1

14 OR 5 1 8382.991 ill,441
1 4 1

16 OR HOPE 1 6493,661 t4,0111

4 1

/ALL 1 8296,491 100,001

E-37
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%

rAmprin-BAno cosT OF ATTEMDANCR AY REPORTED NUMBER IN COLLEGE,
1985-86

TABLE E -32

CB Cos', OF ATTENDANCE AY STUDENT cmABACTERIATIri

1

1

I

1

1

!REPORTED NUMBER

1

1

1

1

4

/N COLLEGE 1

I

CA COsT OP 1

ATTENDANCE 1

4

MEAN 1

4
1

1

1

mEINTED I

a ow 1

FERCFNT I

I

1

1

10 6400.221 0,3011
1 4 4 1

11
1 61A7.131 71,771

, 4 4 4.11.1.1
12

I 87(1349, 21,(41
1

4 1

13
1 6163.081 A,061

I
4 1

14 0 MORE
1 7122.371 0,A21

!
4 1

IALL
1 A246011 100,041

E-38
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TABLE E-33
ramonc_rtscvn rm.', Nrrrsinxtzrve av TYPE Mfl ensmnr nv

INSTITUTION, 1985-86

CR COST Cr ATTENDANCE SY TYPE AND CONTROL

1
1 CB COST OF 1 11
1 ATTENDANCE 1 NE/ONTED 11

: + 11

1 MEAN 1 PERCFNY 1
1

4> 4 11TYPE AND CONTROL
1

1 11 ea.
1

1 112 YEAR PUBLIC
1 6404.341 147711000WWOOOMO #

14 YEAR PUBLIC
1 6314.301 4263411

4 + 1la YEAR PRIVATE
1 44110.141 262711 *A + 114 YEAR PRIVATE
1 11323.411 4464411

4 + 11PROPRIETARY
1 10243.101 364111
4 4

1!ALL
1 13311.631 140.401



TABLE E-34
CAMPUS-BASED DISBURSEMENTS BY REPORTED EFFECTIVE

FAMILY INCOME, 1985-86

CAMPU$ RADEO AID SY STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

!CAMPUS RAREDI 1

I AIO I MEIOFITED I

10......e nnnnn 0...... 000000 I
I MEAN I PERCRNT I

4 4 1

APPLICATION EFFECTIVE FAMILY I I 1

INCOME I I I

I I 1

0 a 9000 I 1499,691 23.941
............ 000000000000000000 ..

I

S001 10000 1 Mese" 140.1141
............ewle 00000000000000000 . # 1

10001 a 1,000 I 1391.061 17.201
4 .....3 I

OVER 1,000 I 1939,401 39,021
1

ALL I 1,o8.621 i00401



TABLE E-35
CAMPUS-BASED DISBURSEMLOS BY ausrumwsu nuubEBOLD SIZE.

1985-86

CAPPue SAM AID 810 STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

1 moons MEDI I

o
I Alp 1 WEIONTED I

1 1 Onowee 00000 mei
1 1 RUN 1 RERDrNT I

hem,. 00000000 dreowneso 000000000000 # # 00000 whomalool
IAPPLtCATICN NOUSEHOLD SIZE I I I
o

1 1 1

It
I IS90.361 216381

o 4 4 1

12
o IS40.721 11,711

1 4
o3

1 I31110.2,1 t7,861
I 4 1

IA OR 5 I 1064.401 34,041
I 4 Ommeem 000000 0
16 OR MORE

I 1665.241
1 4

.t1,011
4 1

!ALL
I 1,011.621 100.001

E-41
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TABLE E-36
CAMPUS-BASED DISBURSEMENTS BY REPORTED NUMBER IN COLLEGE,

1985-86

CAMPUq RASED

1

I

I

I

1

Atn BY PTUDENT C4ARACTEPISTICS

!CAMPUS glAsEDI 1

1 Atn 1 WEIG4TErt i

I + I

I MEAN I PERCFNT I

+..... aaaaaaa 4
i

(APPLICATION NuNNER /N COLLEGE I I 1

1
1 I 1

It
I t467.421

I 4

.71,,PI
I

IA
I 1485.001 2POSt

1 4
1

Ii
1 1727,441 5,1q1

1 4 4 1

ia UR MCRE 1 1312:00i 0,04A1
I 4 4 I

(ALL
I 1501.40I p)0ont

E-42
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TAHLT R-37
CAMPUS-BASED DISBURSEMENTS BY REPORTED YEAR IN COLLEGE,

1985-86

CAMPUS SASE0 A10 NY STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

1

1

I

1

1

1APPLICATION
1

!OTHER

1CAMPUS NASE01 1

1 AT° 1 NEHMTE0 1

1 4, OOOOO ews.....1

1 MEAN 1 REMCFNT 1

4 4 1

YEAR IN COLLEGE 1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1760.301 6.661
I 4.....ase 00000 4 i

!FRESHMAN 1 1304.20, 32.901
1 4 4 1

ISOFHONORE I 1619.041 ..26.6,1
1 4 r Ogees 00000 egret

1JUN:OR 1 1629.231
1 4

,t4.991
+. 0000000 I

!SENIOR 1 1606.931
1 4 4

.t4.641
1

1A11. 1 1,08.621 100.001

E-43



TABLE E-38
REPORTED STUDENT GENDER BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

CR PROFILE OF OFCIPI2N?s

T44LE OF t.iEx.v sy

3-3E1-11 ramENT, CENOE0 A.114174_,A REPOR1s0 DEPENDENOv 3?ATII4

FRF10.NCY
PE4rENT
404 007
COL pry IN4EPEN0 nEPENOEN

EN? 7

NUT IATERM7NEt1 4747 2434, 34132
o.17 2.2q ?.47

14.42 45.44
1.0 3.4Z

MALF 147644 343662 S41144
11.43 MOT 4,0n
3344 66.42
4103 46.44

rEMALE 244,71 41,616 664446
19.16 32.74 41.44
16.49 63.11
14.40 34.40

TI:TAL 4741441 432413 1,40164
14.cle 0.04 tno.lo

E-44
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TABLE E-39,
aapOpTEa aTUaal" a'arlmr aT'Ille a° DEPlaTan DvPalinanrY eT'TLIc,

1985-86

C4 06/CFILE CP OECIP1ENTO

',ASIA Ow 4..8NA4.6 Sw 6.01,6_4

k_st464,..* STUDENT'S PAPITAL sT6Tus A..4MTA..* 4F10r4TF0 MEO!,40INCY ATMS

04E4NENCT
wERrEN7
40.1 nCT
COL 19CT INOEPENO 0EEN0EN

ENT TOTAL

II 0Ete604/6e0 742 3464 4609
0.06 0.34 0.36
1611 43.44
0.17 0,46

NENE0 n4441E0 314649 421264 1134433
26.46 64.1i P4.04
27.49 72,04
71.20 48,64

14040/Ell ;MIS 3414 46214
7.22 0.14 7.12

46.04 3.46
01.64 4.46

DivOCED 11474 0 11474
4.44 0.00 0.44

104.00 0.04
2.64 0.00

AEPARATED 20494 60 21714
1.63 0.07 1.70

46.04 3.96
4,66 0.10

w/n0wFn 2416 2417 4733
0.23 0.22 0.44
14186 4414
4.64 0,36

TOTAL 447449 8329713 1280t67
34.96 69.04 100.00

E-45



TABLE E-40
REPORTED STUDENT AGE BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

CR PROFILE OF RECIPIEN74

TARLE OF 4.84GE.A MY A,,84TA..*

6,08A0E.9 8111LEN7$0 AOE A..09TA.,A REPO9TEn OEREhnENOv sTATus

PPEOUENCV
PERCENT
ROW C7
COL PC? INDEPENO OEPENOEN

EN? TOTAL

LESS MIN te 7484 1,3808
0,88 12.01
9,64 98,36
1.67 IP.R7

161292
12.60

18.19 OR 20 79100 526066 601569
15.90 AleOP 146.4912M R7,4,
16.87 63,38

OVER 20 364,61 IR2750
28,88 11.93 40,41
70,97 23
81.46 18.39

TOTAL 4474 S R32623 1280168
39,06 65.04 100.00



TABLE E-41
REPORTED EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME wr REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

19115-86

C4 F4OFILI OF RECIPIENTS

7811E nr A.EF1.4 47 4.04,6.1

4.8111.4 42004TE0 EFFECTIVE 11614/0, INcOME

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
PON PCT
COL OCT MERINO MENDEN

ENT 7 TOTAL

0 IOU 224126 660041 240364
17.12 S.16 F2.60
77,2S ag.71
S0.12 7,41

Soot 10000 124146 112366 110062
10401 8.74 18.7,
33.24 46.71
24.64 13.30

14401 1S000 36124 144730 201676
449 11.31 13.79

as.as 71.77
12.72 17.16

06E0 15000 34,411 300440 547317
1448 34.80 42.77
4.46 43.64
8.11 61.10

4074L 447943 324,4 1280160
34.46 63604 800.00

4-04,4:4 REROPTE0 nerrknINCY Smut

E -47
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TABLE E-42
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

A..35C

r4EillAt.Cv

or.4CENT
cww ncT
rqi gICT

CR PPCPILR CP 61!CiPtgkito

.4.1LE OF A.IAC RV A..041TA.,A

CB LIViNG 4440.GrimENT5 A..01TA_A DEPCNTFn 0rittNr5,40, 4TATui

AOT 0ETE4WINFn

ow.ctmPili

orr-CAM0U,

COMMUTFR

INCAPCFRATEO

LTv AR0ANG CMANG

TOTAL

IN4FPEN0 flEPENOrn
ENT TOTAL

014R 4011t 4444
0.36 0.IR 074
q0.0 St.I1
1.03 0.40

40411 47354? 442451e.1

3.04 37 1, otoa
4.43 4043

11.09 37.1P

3701176 16744, 547112t

2"7 13.1P 42.74
64.34 34.66
44.0111 MIT

12000 104031 116034
0.40 10.30 1301
6.13 93.4?
2.64 22.16

1452
0.11 0,10 011

110.00 000
o.32 0.00

0 P40
0.00 0.01
0.00 100.00
0.00 0.111

4117,45 432431 1260165
14,16 6100 100.00

2E-48
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TABLE E-43
REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS BY BEST TCTAL EARNINGS,

1985-86

CR1 REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS RY TOTAL E49NINal

1
1 Tny&t. 1 1

I
1 EARNING. 1 wEIGNTED 1

1
I 4 . I

1
1 mE4N 1 PON 1

1 4 4 1

ISMDS DEPENDENCY STATUS i I 1

I
1 1 I

IINDEPENDENT 1 PS21.341
1 4

.36t1
4... . 1

!DEPENDENT J 13119.071 .63,491

E-49



TABLE E-44
MARGINAL INCOME ERROR FOR CAMPUS-BASED RECIPIENTS NITS

BEST AFDC BENEFITS GREATER THAN $0, 1985-86

CM RECIPIENTS WITN OEST sroc r 1

MARIANA LAOLL M MEAN INIMSTANOARD PRIMP 1110 Erni
OF MEANOfilATION

MIIIIPV2
VALUE 'WM

*SLAP( NAOS. CO NEED ETIAOR FOR Ail
0 3330100010 0.13152144 SISOSS.ESOAiljf MARGINAL ERROR RATE FOR AGI
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TABLE E-45
TABLE OF AID RECEIVED BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS.

1985-86
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E-51



TABLE E-46
TYPE OF AID RECEIVED BY REPORTED YEAR IN COLLEGE,

1985-86
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TABLE E-47
GSL culuw or ATTZMDANCE BY LIVING ARUANGENENTS FOR ALL GSL RECIPIENTS,

1985-86

OSL COI, OP ATTENDANCF

I

1

i

NY LTVINO ABOANDENENTS

1081, MIT OP 1 1

1 ATTENDANCE 1 WEIC4ITED 1

1 . 1

1 1 MEAN 1 PERC!NT 1

1 1

1G8L MOUSINO STATUS PIPIT CEPT 1 1 1

I I I 1

10NCANPUS 1 7441.671 34,1,1
1 4 . 1

lOPP.OANPUS 1 8127.001 53,321
1 4 1

lOOMMUTER I 6154,e61 17,531
1 ...mfg. 1

1A11. 1 741i,11 100,001
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TABLE E-48
GSL COST OF ATTENDANCE BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS

FOR CERTIFIED STUDENTS, 1985-86

0SL COsT OP ATTENDANCE rof STUDENT CsAnACTERT4TO,

1 Ion cnsT oF 1 1

1
1 ATTENDANCE 1 blETOrED 1

1 1 # i

1
1 mEAN 1 PEPCFNT 1

1 4 1

14EPORTf0 DEPENDENCY STATUS 1 1 i

1 I 1 1

INDEPENDENT 1 40,4441 .40.191
1 ... s 1

!DEPENDENT
1 7384.eel ,s9.411

1 . I

!ALL
I 4039.1q1 '00.001
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TABLE E-49
GSL COST OF ATTENDANCE BY REPORTED EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME,

1985-86

0n COST C, ATTENDANCE Rv STUDENT CNAPACTERTSTIi!S

I

1

1041, COST OF 1

1 ATTENDANCE 1

,

NEIOWTED I

1
I NEAN I PERCFNT I

I * * i

IREPDRTED EFFECTIVE FAMILY 1 1 I

!/NCOME I I I

1
I I 1

10 S000 I 7272,t01
I * +

.R5,381
I

IS001 10000 I 8176.461 18.701
1 + . I

110001 1,000 1 8066.011 164041
I * + I

!OVER 11000 I 8307.711 38.821
1 * + I

I ALL I 8030.101 -100.001
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TABLE E-50
GSL COST OF ATTENDANCE BY REPORTED HOUSEHOLD SIZE,

1985-86

081. C081 OF ATTENnANCE NY STUDENT CWARACTERISTICS

14EPORTEn NOUSEmC10 SIZE

1081, COSY OP 1 1
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1 . 1

1 mEAN 1 PERCFNT 1

1

1
1 1

1 I 1
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$

1 8137041
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1 F039191
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1
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I
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TANA E-51
GSL COST OF ATTENDANCE BY REPORTED NUMBER IN COLLEGE,

1985-86
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TABLE E-52
GSL COST OF ATTENDANCE BY TYPE AND CONTROL OF INSTITUTION,

1985-86

011L CODT CP ATTENDANCE 11Y TYPE AND CONTROL
op OOOOOOOO ompow000 OOOOOO ol00000 OOOOOO omew000mpowoo OOOOO op:69 OOOOO

10/IL COST OP 1 I

I ATTENDANCE 1 NE3OpTED 1

1........40 $4....4.....1
I MEAN 1 INERWT I

..............m. OOOOOOOOOOOOO ..4 ,............1
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owooesioweewoew000 OOOOOO OOOOOO of 1 1

2 YEAR PUBLIC I 6623.0111 .t4.301
o ef0000esewoo OOOOOOO ow OOOOOOOOOO 4 * 1

4 YEAR PUBLIC I 61116461 .3,001
o woweemeolow OOOOOOOOOOOOOO OOOOO 4 4.ow 00000 miaow,
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4 VEAN PRIVATE 1 P 0 31.041
owoosoweew 00000 sowoomo 00000000 em4 00000 oseam000woompoo.00moof
PROPRIVARY 1 6304.031 12,341
mew 400mmoos 000000 ol000mmowooppool

ALL I 6049.031 ,00.001
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TABLE E-53
GEL CERTIFICATIONS BY REPORTED EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME,

1985-86

eft CERTIFICATIONS Sy STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS.
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TABLE E-54
GSL CERTIFICATIONS BY REPORTED HOUSEHOLD SIZE,

1985-86

OSL CraTIPICATIONS SY STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS.

I OSL I
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I ONS I REIWED I
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*
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4

ALL 2578.1,2i
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TABLE E-55
GSL CERTIFICATIONS BY REPORTED NUMBER IN COLLEGE,

1985-86

OSL CERTIFICATIONS SY STUOENT CmARACTPRISTICS
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TABLE E-56
GSL CERTIFICATIONS BY REPORTED YEAR IN COLLEGE.

1%15-86

OSL CERTIFICATIONS RV STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS,

I

I

I

i

I
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I

I OSL I I

ICERTIFICATIel I
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I MEAN I PERWIT 1

4 + I
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I I I

IGTHER I 4029./1,1 t00411
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1,11E81014N I 2297.1121 3161321
1. 000 4 + I

1300440MORE
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I 4 + I
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I 4, + I

I ALL I 2376A21 100,001
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TABLE E-57
REPORTED STUDENT GENDER BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS.

19135-86

G111. PPCP1L4 CP 114CIP1ENTA

Tem nF 3.12F.F *V A...04TA-4

3_3E7.1, NTOOENT0 OENDE4

PREOVENCP
Pe4rENT
ROw CT
COL 0CT

NCT

KALE

0ETERmINE0

FEMALE

TCTAL

4.011,4_11 4F0001T,4

INOEPENO OEPEN4EN
ENT T TOTAL

1137
*

111470* 114611*
0.10 3.11 3.41
;.S6
1.21 9.44

674746* 044104 1664130
*

19* 28.26 .746
64.64 11.31
67.10 *7.7*

76031 4671161
*
17i4247*

21.32 27.61 101111
43.16 S6.44
12.21 46.64

1424036*E072447* 310201*
410.011 S4.74 100.00

pirs,NnENCP

* Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loanvolume, these figures should be reduced byapproximately 10 percent.
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TABLE E-58
REPORTED STUDENT MARITAL STATUS BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

GSL o4CFILE Co PECToIfaT1

T441A Co 4..SmAR-A keogya-A

£.01/944.4 ITUnENT'S

r4EQUENCT
o24CeNT
aC4 oCT
401 oCT

ACT nETERMINE6

614:vEP m644TED

MOIRTen

UTY04C24

npA44TED

10401741. S747114 4.01791..4 Rflorg7F0 02oEWINCT 61'4%9

1%IF6EN0 OEPENfte4
FNT 7074L

30414* 105011*
0.84 3.00

210.01

1.04

82im * t696364* !416477*
23.42 E701 40.92
24.12 10.44
57.111 416.10

441120
*

43041* 48636e
12.66 1.23 0,44;
41.1, 8.44
31.02 2.04

4245* 42445*

4.26 0.04 0.,6
104.00 0.00

4.63 0.00

81374* 2673 * 44031*
1.32 0.00. 2.40
90.02 3.14
4.64 0.11

048 * 0 044*
0.02 0.00 0.02

100.00 0.00
0.06 0.0*

vITAL 14240,4 *20724194434020P*
40.41 14.14 100.00

* Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan
volume, these figures should be reduced by
approximately 10 percent.

E-64

412



TABLE E-59
REPORTED STUDENT AGE BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

1:85-86

OSL PRoPILE CP RECIPIENTS

TARLE OP ALSACE.* Ry 4,00A.A

kw8AGE.8 STUDENTS AGE

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
Now ?
COL CT IMPEND

ENT

LEM! THAN Is tASR4*
0,41
4,82
1.01

IstiR oR 20

OvER 20

TOTAL

196375*
4,17
10,SA
10,44

m298271*
3993
73,03
04,09

1829093*
A0,01

A.00yA.A REPORTER DEPENDENCY STATUS

OEPENOEN

204009.*
Sett

99,17
13.70

13243,7*
37,82
S9,44
63,49

A6NSTS*
13.27
267
22.41

TOTAL

2sSA03*
s,S2

1440771*
42,24

1,228SS*
10,2o

2072900* 3902033*
419,19 100.00

* Due to s revision in the estimate of total GSL loan
volume, these figures should be reduced by
approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE 8-60
REFORCD EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME BY REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS,

19115-86

as P*OFILE OF lecomts

MLR OF 4.0FI.8 AT 4mpiT0..A

44,EFINJ ASSORTED EFFECTIVE FAMILY INCOME A.00TA_A ng804TEn nrpekneNcy STATUS

PRIOSINC0
11/11CINT

RON PCT'
COL PCT INOEFENO 0E01104014

INT T TOTAL

0 11,00 340342* 174010* 714312*
13;43 447 20.40
7984 246
37.81 0,10

5001 10000 3I174* 100744* 074,06A

0,01 4,34 13,41
00,24 33,74
12.0 77 e

10001 15000 207131* 18,074,
*

480007
4.51 3.24 13.71
01,07 37.03
80.09 8,74

Wit* 15000 2751091'1914047* 143124*
7.40 44,41 42,24
10,02 04.44
1*.33 75.09

TOTAL MOM 2072074 3E02034
40:01 10,11 100.00

* Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan
volume, these figures should be reduced by
approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE E-61
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS BY REPOBTBD DEPBNDENCY STATUS,

1985-86

GiL PROFILE OF RECIOIENTq

WILE Or 4_64C 41, 4.0sTs_A

4.66C GIL LIVING ARRANOEMENTR 4...O374.* RE4o4v4n 4E4404411NC,, 4741114

FREGNENCY
PEOrENT
404 OCT
COI PCT

NOT OFTE4MI4E0

ON-CANPUS

OFF.CAmPui

rcnmuTEm

TCTAL

INOMNO OEPENnei
EhT 7 TOTAL

243243* 422341 * 661547
6.415 12.06 14,41
3e.55 63.45
17.42 20.37

1,4663* 417442 * 441404*
1.53 23.35 26.44

13.13 86.47
4.64 50,49

1019734* 1104603 *1524317*
24.12 14.42 43.64
66.72 33.24
71.36 24.41

42576* 324234 * 166610*
1.21 9,2, 10,a7

11.46 44.44
2.47 15.64

1429446
*
2072441

*
1402434

40.4t 54,10 100.00

* Due to a revision in the estimate of total GSL loan
volume, these figures should be reduced by
approximately 10 percent.
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TABLE 8-62
REPORTED DEPENDENCY STATUS BY BRST TOTAL EARNINGS,

19E5-86

GUI REPORTER OEPENDENCY STATUS RV TnYAL EAPNINc,

IsTuns IDEPENOENcy STATUS

IlmoePeNoeNT
1,04,..
IUFPENDENT

I

1

1

I

1

1

I

4

1

TOTAL I

EARNINGS I

4

MEAN I

I

I

SIDS:761
woorme#

19A1,60i

I

WEIG4TER I

1

PON 1

I

I

I

40.711
i

Sge;q1
wftwelegovarememondow0.0 0000000000000000 ommw0.410 00000 0 0000000 ,0000',10
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TABLK K-63

INSTITUTION DOCUMENTATION VS. CERTIFIED TAX FORMS,
1985-66

ADJU$1110 GR0 9S INCOmE

INDEPENDENT

DEPENP2NT

FATNER,STuDENT INCOME

INDEPENDENT

DEPENDENT

accumvotattow-vi CERTIFIED TAy 'gm ----ir

, .

1

TAl 100. L0.10 ..mtp, ToLenANWI TAR POMP otomen o
. 1

P EIOP1101 PfAN oily:porno NUN 1118yeN7f01 'IAN 1

1

IDIPPIPEO IDIPPERI IDIPPCtifI
P ERCENT 1 NCE 1PERCENT 1 NCI 11180tENT I NCI 1

* ..1
2.11 .119441 91;s1 01 2.41 2601

1 1 1 1 t 1

1

2.21 .10341 01
1 1 1

1:61 334414601
1 I

,,of .124101 4g:01 01 2,81 91301
a

12.21 70241 99.61 co 01.21 40301
1 1 1 .1 1 1

8091 076661 87:61 4.
.

01 01 30811
1 1 I 1 1 1

14.61 as/281 92.71 01 11.81 44241

"OTHER/SPOUSE INOomE 4.71 .41241 06;go io 9,4i 99401
1 1 1 1 1 1

INDEPENDENT 7.81 14121 94:91 01 16.11 1291111
1 1 1 1 t 1

DEPENDENT g31 .49111 81.31 01 3.,1 38061

IDEPt4DEu1 A0JUAT7D VOSS 1NCONE1 0.91 .T441 eg.91 11 3.21 9001

INANNTED COUPLE OEDU010N 1.01 .4481 5:41 01 311 1,81
1 1

I
1 I 1

IND,PENDENT 1 .1 100.01 01 .1 1
1 1 I 1 1 1

DESVOINT 1.31 .4461 4441 01 4.31 111011

* 416
U.s.TAVE1 1A/n 2.41 .71121 18:41 01 11.21 8811

1 1 1 I 1 1

WEPENDENT 1.81 4331 41AI 01 1.41 7481
1 1

I
t I 1

DEPENDENT 2,81 4421 83,41 01 13.91 e0,1

1-NUm9E11 OP PxENPTION1 0.91
1

INDEPENDENT 1.71
1

DEPENDENT 0.91

.21 48,01 01 1.01 71
1 1 1 . 1 1

*21 47.21 01 1.11 21
1 1 1 I 1

21 08,41 01 1.01 PI

INOtvinuat. RETINFNENT ACCOUNT I 2.41 01441 47.11 01 1 :1
I I 1 1 1 1

INDEPENDENT 34,81 41831 64.21 01 01 ;/
1 1 I 1 1 1

DEPENDENT 1,21 .89111 48:81 01 1 .1

UNEmPLOVNENT I *1 .1 100:01 01 .1 .1
1 1 . I 1 1

'tiwnePeNneNy I 1 0 100.01 01 1 .1
1 1 1 .t 1 1

DEPENDENT
*1 .1 10001 el .1 :1

1

ItROINO, APPLRYES 1101$ 801 £0 APPL IINA17f8, APPIAN())
1

CLAImED IN 111119 (DEP; ONLYS
1 0;41 01/A1 1011,81 N/A1 4.31 NAl

i

* A $50 tolerance was used, except
E-69 for the number of exemptions and

if a dependent student was claimed
4 1 7 as an exemption in 1984.
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PAS

1 014. OP E4404 t 1 I

I
I 1 I

1 u4DENANAND I Ng Miro
I P42404411 I I t

I
1 1 1

IENNON AS4OCEATED.4218.1Eltnn4 414,X16,0014E14412441,4 44110f11111011101118 1E4404 ASSOC1ATE014018.1
INET4 VAL. 12148 WED 111174 VAL, MP, INTE4 eloTTN VAL. 71240 147E0 MTN VAL. 1TE42 INTIE0 1
1

I

7 1PEAN 1 SUP 1 4 teeRAN 1 41.0 I 4 1NEAN 1 SUP 1 2 1

1

1 1 I I I 1 1 I 1 I

1 1 1 1 1 o I 1 I I

1 1 1 1 e 1 I I 1 I

IPEAN I sup

OtAINOtNCY IVALJITA I ISUM I I 1

WHIM I I
MEP 1NOT 1 1 1 1

111410ATE0 1 .3111 .02400301 0.41
1..... 000000

OPELL 1 1 1 ' I

1941.1042EO 1 .1431 .24201131 3.01
1

11482, I I I 1

IVALIDATED 1 .3221 .40524661 5,01

DEP INOT 1 1 1 1

19AL1DATED 1 .2661 .14441441111 14,41
I

10111 1 1 1 I

IvALIDATED 1 .2501 .143410401 11.41
I

11482 I 1 1 1

14ALIDATE0 1 .4141 83111151 401
....

DEPENOENEY 1 1 1 o I
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TABLE E-66
INSTITUTIONAL PACKAGING CONSTRAINTS AND EXCEPTIONS, 1985-86

PERCENT
OF RECIPIENTS

SUBJECT TO CONSTRAINT

PERCENT
WHERE CONSTRAINT
IS VIOLATED

Maximum EFC
SEOG 17.2 47.9
CWS 6.4 36.3
NDSL 12.6 27.8

Maximum Dependent AGI
SEOG 6.9 37.0
CWS 4.1 75.4
NDSL 6.3 64.1

Maximum Independent AGI
SEOG 4.8 33.3

CWS 2.5 29.5
NSDL 3.9 34.9

Minimum Award
SEOG 72.4 4.1
CWS 56.7 9.6

NDSL 67.6 3.0

Maximum Award
SEOE 74.3 5.6

CWS 64.6 8.5
NDSL 75.0 8.0

Limit Total Award to x $'s
Undergraduates 16.9 32.9
Graduates 2.2 0

Limit Awards to Students
with at least x rs of
Need

Undergraduates 31.6 6.9

Graduates 48.1 0

Always Leave Award to x %
of Unmet Need

Undergraduates 18.2 26.3

Graduates 19.9 0

Limit Total Award to x %
of Need

Undergraduates 18.6 69.4
Graduates 4.3 0
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TABLE E-67
TMCVTTITTWOMT. inJusavinms TO Timprinnwal ram grwmvmTc

IN TEE CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS, 198546

PERCENT WITH PERCENT WHERE
DATA ELEMENT2 ADJUSTMENTS ADJUSTMENT=BEST VALUE3
Household Size 1.2 45.0

Independent 1.3 63.0
Dependent 1.1 34.5

Number in College 0.9 79.3

Independent 1.0 100.0
Dependent 0.9 68.6

Adjusted Gross Income 5.8 71.3

Independent 4.0 72.5
Dependent 6.7 71.0

U.S. Taxes Paid 5.7 69.5
Independent 3.1 93.0
Dependent 7.1 64.5

Father's/Student's Portion 2.2 65.8
Indendent 2.5 85.7
Dependent 2.1 54.3

Mother's/Spouse's Portion 0.9 83.4
Independent 0.4 51.2
Dependent 1.2 88.0

AFUC 0.9 67.9
Independent 1.3 96.3
Dependent 0.7 41.1

Other Non-Taxable Income 3.5 34.1
Independent 1.0 0.0
Dependent 4.7 37.7

Student's Expected Income 3.1 0.9
Independent 2.0 0.0
Dependent 3.7 1.2

Home Value 3.4 19.2
Independent 0.0 0.0
Dependent 5.1 19.2

Medical Expenses 1.8 36.4
Independent 0.3 29.3
Dependent 2.5 36.9

Dependent's Income 1.4 67.2

1 Total EFC was also adjusted in 12.1 percent of cases
2 Data elements where at least 30 cases were adjusted
3 Best values calculated prior to institutional override
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TABLE E-68
AMR= DSCLAnD In TES STUD= INTZLIVIZWS VS.

ACTUAL TrTLE IV AWARDS, 1985-86

MUDS leCIAMED IN TM SIWCfl INTUVIL vS.AMIN. MU IV Waft
tacioients

Stat44
AwardNo funds Understated Within

OALLLEti Award
Overstated Award

Mean
MeanEmma- etCLAdt taunt Dtff.ranca P.rcatt Eauuli Diffor.nre

PELL

5E100

MOS/

Cii-S

G51.

12.3 30.4 512 39.3 18.1 61844.4 13.8 348 35.0 6.8 47223.0 17.8 471 47.7 11.5 00628.8 21.7 649 38.9 10.6 45021.7 23.9 720 47.8 6.6 2.215

Max.
04xlarod

lten-ltac is i en ts

ft Funds
Claimed to 6.

Rellmad a faciaiont_

hut Rellactd
Esusat tlem Mai

11,000 93.4 6.6 1,275 5.000
3,000 97.2 2.8 1.003 3.900
5.000 93.4 6.6 1.776 5.000
4.500 95.5 4.6 795 5,120

25,000 86.9 13.1 2.0e6 moo
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TABLE E-69
STUDENT WITHDRAWALS AND DROPOUTS FOR ALL TITLE IV PROGRAMS,

1985-86
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TABLE E-70
EXEMPT:LUIS CLAIM° roit SELECTIVE SERVICE,

1985-66
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TABLE E-72
DEPENTANCV STATUR ERRnRs TM WM rAmpnc_sucien PRMIRAMR,

1985-86

0944
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A..41TA..11 9Tuss nFAWFNCY ATATIlq nATAmr Are' CA PrOEbrrhCT 4?TU,
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new 4CT
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IkIcA I 411674 I 38651 1 41,752.9
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TABLE E-73
DEPENDENCY STATUS ERRORS IN TEE GEL PROGRAM,

1985-86
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TABLE E-74
VALIDATION PROCEDURE STUDENT NARGINALS,

1985-86
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TABLE E-74
VALIDATION PROCEDURE STUDENT NARGINALS,

1985-86 (Continued)
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TABLE E -74
v%r/DATIca unnnwimmo emems..m. mInnvoluresamtla..Www spauwaramA

1985-86 (Continued)
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TABLE E -74

PROCEDURE =man -----mmnyAnnua,
1985-86 (Continued)
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TABLE E-75
ITEMS CHECKED FOR INSTITUTIONAL VALIDATION,.

1985-86
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TABLE E-75
ITEMS CHECKED FOR INSTITUTIONAL VALIDATION,

1985-86 (Continued)
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TABLE E-75
ITEMS CHECKED FOR INSTITUTIONAL VALIDATION.

1985-86 (Continued)
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TABLE B-75
A&USSO =CRIED rola INS"...."""IONAL VALIDATION.

1985-86 (Continued)
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TABLE E-77
IRS ImE FILING STATUS BY RECEIPT OF CERTIFIED TAX FORM,

1985-86

SUMMARY oF IRS INFORMATION RECEIVED

i

I

SOO.
I

I

/Rs TAX FORM RECEIVED/

I I NC FORm RECEIVED 1 PORm RECEIVED
I I

I I NUMBER
1 PERCENT 1 NUMBER I PERM",

I s . 4,

IAPPLICASLE 11RD FILING I I 1 I

!TAXPAYER ISTATUS I I I I

I I I I I

IINDEPENDENT ;FILED i IS,1001 Boo s$2,001 7044
ISTUDENT 1 . . .
I 1DIO NOT FILE

I 244,0g1 100.001 1
I .
OPARENT OF 'FILED I 284,001 19,121 103,001 soot,
IDEPENBENT I .
!STUDENT IDID NOT FILE

1 141,001 100.001 4.1
I c
I 1IRS FILING i I I I

I WM, a I I 1

I 4 ql I 1 I

IALL 1FILED i 418,001 19481 140,001 110,051
I I

I MO NOT me I moo too.ol 0 .1

E-98 A A



TABLE E-78
rmoucIss or TITLE IV RECIPIENTS

BY LEVEL or AUTOMATION, PROFESSIONAL
STAFF FTE'S, AND CLERICAL/DATA ENTRY STAFF rms.

108S-86

FREQUENCIES CF TITLE IV RECIPIENTS

LEVEL OF AUTCMATION
AUTO FREQUENCY CUm FREG 'PERCENT CUm PERcENT

NQ AUTOmATICN 1026583 1026583 20,314 20314
LOm AUTOMATION 754392 1181975 14,Q28 35,242
m/D AuTOmATION 16281qq 340,374 32,223 67146S
HIGH AUTOMATION 1644186 5053560 32,535 100.000

PROFmFTE

FE4Eli THAN 5
5 OR MORE

CLERmFTE

PEMER T MAN a
a OR MORE

PROFESSIONAL STAFF FTES
FREQUENCY CUm FREQ PERCENT

511430 33ia319
1738889 5053208

65,588
34,412

CLERICAL STAFF FTES
FREQUENCY CUm FREC PERCFNT

2724816 2724816
2328376 SOS3192

E-9

448

53,023
46,077

CUm PERCEPO

65348
100,000

CUm RERcENT

53;023
itto,u00
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ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 2YEAR INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86

141

TTPE 4NO CONTROL a VgAN

es.
I INUNIER DPI km I Clig 1 SECO 1 CI I PILL I III. 1

i

i 1STUOENT$ 114(114111AV1114011671141E14N1141116yENASE144146111
1 4 4 1

MIL IPELL ICITT44:0 1

1 1 1 I I I

ICERT1fICNIO44NT I I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

I4710N 1 I I I I I I I I I

1 OWO Ogees.. 00000 I I I I 1 I I I

INCI ssL 1NO PELL 11101L 1 101411600,641 Ot061,66I 1 41
o

1CNS 1 01007,111
1

I

1044NT 11CIRT

1 I

36371 11007011
4

0 1

1

I I 11100 1 33331 1 1 410.611 41/0/I 41 1
I 01601,601

1
1 I

INO1L 6 CO I 10/111000,0011006,601 .1 el
I I I

1

1 INO1L 0 8(011 13101 663,311 ,1 373,1311634,341 0 1
I 1 4' 4. I

1 I 10111 6 5106 1 41,31 01311,10 31e,661/631,301 .1 0
I I 4 1

PELL 1 1 1 1 I I I
1 INO CARPUS. 1

1 GIANT 18A3E0 I 4313361 .1 .1 41 0,001 14141411 .1
I I I

I

I I

40671 103,111
.

1 .1 103.3111t10.001 .1
I

I MOIL 1

I I ICNS I 376641
I 1 o

611317,661 0131/.6411041.471 41
1

1 ISECO I 314101 .1 .1 603,771 463,771t673,611 .1
1 1 4 1

1 I INDS'. 1 CNS I 36671 633,1611777,661 .11631.711t1114,711 1
1 I 1 4 I

1 I INOOL i 1E011 OOS61 217011 el 361,411 4614111T0374301 41
1 I 1

1

1 I 1C41 6 MA I 107131 ,114116,s61 431,1211,17.4611102,331
1

1 I I
1

1 I IND11.461, I I I 1 I I I I
1 I IMO 1 67361 64t,1111401.84I 003,6311930,3111111,3$0 .1
I

I

ism, cEAT 140 PELL INO C4NRUO. 1
. I

1 1 1 1 I I

1 IGNANT 111A110 I 1773671 .1 .1 .1 $02141.331

I I INDAIL I

I
I I

1

I

1

I

I

IC46 1 01017,441
4

01666,611

::::::::::
I

171311161,M 41

1

I

I

I

I

i

1613I

.1 .1 131.161 136,161

11017,611

.441100,6011

..... OOOO

I

IIICI
I

14011, 6 Mal
0.1........e......

13661
o

:11306660:
1 I I

11411 310,3111 .1 014631 641,111
I

I 1 ICNO 6 11100 1 33761 016.1 1966131 662,3/11431,741 36401
1 1

1

I IIELL INO C40011114 1 1 1 I 1 1 I I
I 11114NT 116110 I 1011341 0 1 41 1111q,1111t36,J161

(C1NTINUED)

E-100

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-79
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 2YEAR INSTITUTIONS.
1985-86 (Continued)
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E-101

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.

45u



*1:2i:fp mroi Malj patipap 2ou 431dmes 
ato moij pa2umT3sa aie sain2TJ asau 

Z01-3 

colno4N22) 

100.006/16 116"111t 15646I 1' 1. 10566 1 50361 1 

1 . . . . 4 . 1 I 
loogocu0 ~IMO igessoti° itoot i 8131 1 

i 4 . . . . 4 4 1 1 
loVotte0 10040010 0 ImOommiett 1 lloNi 1 

1 4 . . . ,.. 4 4 1 1 
itt*tottO 0 16 0 0 1L5fLit 1 035551 04555i 

1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 6003 owl llad oNI 1562555w 
I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 
I 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

I o 4 4 o 
16185011110461life666 10I'fie 1654/111114511 1661555 1 

1 
o 

1. 166056 1665511i/1'60 1611'9651111,6661 1060619 1 

1 I 1 1 I 1 1 1 

1 I 1 1 I I 1 1 . 
1 I 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 I 

1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 i.3251/613 
I 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 115 
I 

. 
156.504/105'1691116416111/465 156.60 105456 1,141 1 53311 1 

1 

, 

1 1 1 
, 

1 1 1 1, 111143"180N1 I 

I . 4 I i 

161.tilitills/WIWC1111114fg 10116011. 115651 1 5D31 5 10131 1 

1 4 4 4 4 I 1 

t.et1prit01.111810.611iii*:86 0 Item itset 15025 I 11061 I 

1 
4 OOOOO 1 1 

156.1011054501196460110 166'56M50%66 11606 i lo3 I 160141 1 

1 o 1 1 
51461121/1401166665 126'661 l 1' illleff 1 90251 1 

1 1 

tift1610651111446111' Ifel4ttl' 1/0161 1 1651 1 

000000 comeeef 1 
bentellt8tOct116416 0 1. 196516 11166 1 15061 i 

o 1 1 

0061/1/15116/111' le 1. 1' 016615 1 021511 1 

I I 1 1 1 1 1 1114003 061 lywIeloNi /525 155 

. 16561111156666611fei55 160.560t111.1110 1140 1 50251 1 

1 1 I i 1 1 i 463'11061 1 

4 1 1 

If6415111116.6601160455 15646611 1011905 1 5011 $ 1621 I 

-.of 1 1033 
IWWIllief10:16e6te 0 Ile1e1 Itettl 10011 5 lION1 1VNI0dVNI 155 ON 

I I I I I I I 

I I I 1 I I I I I N0I1V 
I I I 1 I I I 1 13241111133 
I I I I I I 1 0I55//$3i 1 110 

Co. 0 
15.1,3A.I3m3Ari35.s3Avi33.l3w35vi3m35vulavi spaonlei 

4 4 4 . 1 

110 1 113d 1 82 I spas I IN: ; 1806 in walwrINI 

0:vd11$01 

1VNI5I0VNI 1VNI5WVwI 1133 110 

/ND 
1VNIOUVwI 1VNI5OVNI 115 04 

10101 
11351 

11V1A I 1011/NO3 ONV 3dAl 

'VI 

(panuT1u03) 98-S861 
'smounumNI NV2A-Z SIN2Id023 AI 

7101 SIII38138 101800Rd INIOP amTYMILSg 
6L-8 511811a. 



Anr., it_n

ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR
TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 2-YEAR INSTITUTIONS,

1985-86 (Continued)
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E-103

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-79
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 2-TEAR INSTIMIONS,
1985-86 (Continued)
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* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.
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TAME E-80
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4-YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86
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(CONTINUED)

* These figures are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-80
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS.
1985-86 (Continued)
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(CONTINUED)

E-106

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E 80
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Continued)

sal

TYPE AND EONTOWL I

1

o

I

a

' GIL i

yi

InumeEm
a

ISPUGENTS

MeTyPAED i

,
GPI NOSL I CMS I SICIG 1 CS 1 PILL I GEL 1

. . . . .

ovignAEEIEvENAGE1AVENAGEIAvEPAGElavElAGEIAvtoola
. . . . i

1 a 1 1 a I 1

icEETIFIC1 1 a 1 1 t I 1 1 1

16E20ot o I I 1 1 a a 1 1 o

1 1 1 1 I 1 1 a 1

INC GIL INA4G!NAL INDSL I 7480811007,48( 1 01007,4811343.641 1
ICE4T 1 a I

1 1 ICkS I 81011 .110800311336.431 .10.10800%
1

I

I

1

I o

ISECG 1

o o .1 o I

402141 .1 .1 $62081 1620811308.121 1

I

I

1

1

a

ING0L S clog I

I

347411 861.3111033.42:" .11414.4311373.211 .1

I I I o o o o o o 1

1 1 INDSL 8 SIOGI 411401 8S4.111 .1 600,3411434.4311363.481 .1
a a a I

I I 1CNS t SLOG 1 27081 .11260.111 486.8211746.4311403.611 .1
1 I 1 o o o o o o I

1 1 INDSL.CsS, I 1 1 I 1 1 1 1

1 1 ISICC I 26443110421111327371 6082113177.7711440.701 .1
I o o o o o 1

1GIL CENT ImARGENAL 1NO CANINE. 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 a

1 I /8AU0 1 10481471 .1 .1 .1 000112,10612477,181
I I I o o o o o o o 1

1

1

I

1

imam. I

1

764711 134.611 .1 :
o o o

434.49:1316.131237403:

1 1 1CNS I 7281,1 .11078.001 01078.8011304.3412183.021
1 1 a 1

I 1 1SECG 1 23344: $00531 Iso.5stisst.04l5tol,031
1 1 I

.1 1
o o o o iodo$ 1

a 1 INDSL 4 cMi I 416641 ,31,44112741411 .1221206,13ot.ittatos.131
a 1 1 ............. I

i om011 P MOGI 283231 841031 .1 707.4111104.1811422.4212101.311
1 1 I o o o a

,
I IGNE 8 SICC 1 231131 01207.771 $,00311774.6511440.8412032.131

1 I I o o o o o o o a

I I INCIOL,CNC,
a

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

I I 13EGG 1 337511 714,6311030.381 663.4612408.4711301.7812043.471
1 o o o o o o o I

1GIL 1 1 I I 1 1 I a i

ocERTIFIc a i 1 1 a 1 1 I 1

IVIEN 1 1 I I I I I I a

1 o a a a o a a a

INC GSL INA0GINAL INA4g1NAL 1 1 o I I 1 1

!GM o a 77,741 443,73111730471 167.23113170711368.481 .1
I a o o o o o o a

tom cm !NANG/NAL INARGINAL I E3971701 ,03111EE.711 mEME11.1300113$1.6012423.841
1

(CCNTINDED)
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E-107

* These figures are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.



TABLE E-80
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENIS AT 4-YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Contintwd)

$AS

TYPE AND CONTROL TI TR PUOLIO

I
INuAsER GPI hosi, I Cw3 I sEGG 1 CO I PELL 1 OSL

I
I . a. 4 o 4

I
IsTussRls lAysRAGEIAVERAGEIAVERAGEIAVERAGEIAVERRGEIRVERRGE

I

IPI
ICSTTPAIO I I I I I I I

ELL
o !GRANT I o o 1 1 o o 1

I
I o I o I I t

INARGINAL LLINO PE INO CARPUS. I I

I 1107331
I I 1 I

j
I

IGRART ISASE0
A astool

O. 0
I I I 4 4 4 4 4

I 136.1113.w .1

,: 0.001

I I INOSL 11 211113,E01

I I I * * * o o o

1 I IEN$ 1 300111 f 0SE,a01 l 0E4E01

I I I
o o o

i I MEG I 109091 l of 701031 702,931 0E100,00

I 1 I a a o o o o

I I !NOM. I Col I 30617110300011300091 02.20001 2311,31

I 1 I
;

I I INOSL S Wet 110141 0014371 of 731,1111/20,01 o149'4119

I I I 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

I I 1Eoll 0 SECG I 111511 0131401171 743.1015130.01

.

12040.33

I i
4

I o IN031.4NS. 1 o o t 1 1 o

I 1 13EGG I 9541 406.3011403,W e00.141a4C11,0101 11740,00

I I o o o o o o * o

1 1PELL 110 CARPUS. I I I I 1 1 1

i IGRAN7 1011310 I 3101141 el el l 00011330041E3E7M

1 1 I 0 o 4 4 *

I I INOSL 1 1056171 117,541 .1 0 107,4411313.111:075.70

I I I
. . , ..

1 1 1c.$ I 1031031 olot.,7011457.161:a46.7*

t 1 o a 4 4 .

I 111051

0.tta6.70,

o I IMO el ol 335o,71 135,1711415.71ommo

t f I
4 4 4 a a a

1 I INDSL I ENS I wool 614,booloolmo
o o 1 a .

ttele.:011441.tatte7105
a

t I INOSL I SEOGI 131401 0E10171 .1 617.3511.43.7511351,311m4,43

o I 1
0...0. $$ . . .

1 I 1E11 t SECO I 371761 01161061 61,511161t,01111440.551505e.36

1 I o
a a a

1 I IND111..006, 1 1 I I I I i

1 1 IMO I 313001 671061121603I 641,6312133,6411376,111711070,60

I a a ,.....

I IPELL I I I I I I I I

o IGNAtta I I I 1 I 1 t I

I
I I I 1 I I 1

IRARGINAL INO PELL INARGINAL I I I I I I I

I IGRAR? I
1 58310411041,07I1E0600I /17,1113I1A55O5 I

I I
o o o

oalaaos

t i11.4CiNAL I I 1 1 I I IOW.
I 1011W I 1 10150331 01107111310121 972,61111344,1)111361.70Plog,

1 a a a

CCONTINUEO)

E-108

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.



TABLE E-80
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4-YEAR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Continued)

OAS

TYPE OWO CIWT1101. I YE NUOL1C

I INUNOEN CFI ADEL I CWS I me 1 ce I PELL I EEL I

I I *
I

I IOTUEENTO IAYENAGEIAYENAIMAYENACEIAvENAGEIAvENAGEIAvEsAGEI
I

I
I I OM:TPA:0 i

I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I IINANGINAL INANC:NAL INO campus. 1

I I I I I I I
I I lowo 1 /A4A7E7I

I I MU
O. 0.001:M.AIIENTT.NO:I I I

I *semi ootoei .1 .1 gotoellses.tslaersoll
1 1 1 .

I I
1 1 icwe 1 IAIIAAI 01074.411 .1104.01tommielee.oa,I I 1

. . 1
1 1

1 0
.19613I .1 soa.sal vgae.11etoo oslatosel1 o

Io
I

. . 1
I I INEOL I CAS I 171141 e04,30:176001 0aessowoos.aalatesele1
1 I I . I I
1 1 INost. I ecco1 681131 110,141 0 easooltfle,I.Ileoljelelet.ell
I I I

. . . I
I 1 'co $ sum I 7,a0II 01136.01I 434.7S11770,173I14110.11E1203E.IIII I I

I I INEOLNE,
1

I I I I I I

1A
I

I I IMO
i mill 179,3111134,(111 ..oxiio$1,10111376,8011013,471

I . . . IIM.I.GINAL 1/44G/4.1. im.140.1.
1 e07gio.1 eteao11111,801 eet.3altvis.0341t3etoolo413.00l

E-109

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-81
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4-YEAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86

646

TYPE ANO CONTROL 4 44 04/063E

INUNSEG GPI 406L 1 014 1 6E04 I CII 1 PELL 1 GIL I

I . , I

1STUOENTS IP$C4A4E1640144E16VERACEIWO4CEIP446CE1401166Eo
o

CSL oPELL ICITYPAIO 1
o I I I o I I

CERTIPIC14464T I o o 1 I I I I I

4TIO4 1 o I o o I I o I I

o o o o I I o 1

No GU !NO PELL INOSL o 46,01 4,6.031 .1 1 04,231 .1 .1

CERT I4443 I . 1

I 1C48 I /8411 .11161.40o 11163001 .1 1

I I . .
I !MCC I s463I .1 4741408 174048 1 .1

I I
I

o INO3L I ois 1 723i 4601331 734661 114410,8 1 1

I o 4 o

1 1NDSL 6 3E041 S6411 6606441 0 364.0011/206448 1 1

I o
1

i 1C46 6 MG I 37411 1 6140111167,1681N61.141 1 1

I o s 4 0004.0.$ 4 1

1 INOSL#04,
1

1 I I 1 I I 1

o ISECG 1 63031t019,101 943.361 UW0200078 1 .1

I
I

1PELL INC CAMPUS. I 1 I I I o o I

!GRANT 183E0 1 43/ti .1 1 .1 1446,SII .1

I I
4 I

1 INOSL I 14436Itt47O4I 1 11,67,641t316.061 1

o I
I

1 IC43 1 towlei 647.30 0 147.5t1t4740.1 1

I o , , I
1 into o 86351 1 0 044031 40311266,311 1

o
1

1 INOSL 6 Coes 1 1463411064,261 432,371 14400311741477o 1

1 I
0 I

o INOGL 6 IIECCo 471311440041 1 7640/110110111427.461 1

o o 4 I

o IC43 6 SEOG I 111331 .11446061 701,1511733,3mslso3i 1

I I
4 1

1 INOsleCws, 1 I I o I I I I

1 ISECO 1 144431I146674114440411414,2613073061133207o .1

0 ;

GIL CERT 140 PELL 140 C0046. I i 1 I I o o o

14RANY ifIASECI I 6117611 1 .1 .1 4.441 .13067061
1 I

4 ;

1 MIL I 3367211253061 .1 11PS3.668 03624071
I 1

, 4 I

1 !cos I 37831 .11171041 117t0.1 03131071
1 1 . 1

o 13E04 1 116621 .1 1 077,611 677011 0E461.261
o o . . I

1 INOIL I cwil 1 2661411444.14114841121 3422011 13643041
o 1

I

I 1406L 6 6E041 1.88.114111,0ti talsom.s.,101 01346.321

;CONTINUED,

E-110

* These figures are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-81
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4-YEAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Continued)

IlAs

?TIDE AND CONTROL 4 YR ',Alvan

I INDRDER 0/11 NOM. I CND I $EOS I OS I PELL I 011. I

1
1 * I

I !STUDENTS IAVERADEIAVENADEIANENAGEIANERAGEIANENAGEIAVERAGEI
I

IGSL 'PELL

. 1

ICATT104/0 1 I I I
1 1 1 I

ICERTIPIWORANT 1
1 1 1 I I 1 1 I

1ATION I
I I I I I I I I 1

Is

IGSL CERT INO PELL IONS I 3E00 I 2E002I
. 1 1

1E45,5E1 7,710018031.101
I 1 1 1 1 1

I IDNANT I
*

12301.401
I

I 1 INDSL.ONS, I
I I I

1 1 1 1

1 1 ISECO 1 243301 RST.A211140.411 ,E4.7413034,801
.

.12424.141

I I
. 1

I IPELL !NO CAMPUS. I I 1 1 1 I 1 1

I I INDEL I

11204.71/46E.451
I

i IGRANT 18*(1E0 1 042071 1 0 0 11

I 1 1

1185011141100 .1 011,11.7411M.0112104.101
I I I .

1

1 I IONS I 31211,1 01641.2411,266341230,001

I I 1SECO I 1370E1
.0

11001./41
. . 1

I I I

.1 0 0/0.S41 02110411410041263/1.671
I t 1 * . * * . 1

I I I

12370.0211403.321/5.121
. . I

I I INDAL 1 CPIS I 1404011171,2311101.771 44

1 I

IND3L G SEM
I

1 34021121164011/EE.E112900001
* * 1

I 1 001211147.271

I I IONS I We I 2E8071 1 303.331 4/1.1111140302115114.411/3400E1
I I 1 * 1

1 I 1NOSL.CN3. 1 1 1 1 I I 1 I

I 1 IMO 1 wA842I1034001121608I 123.7213000.0011313.21133730111
I

. . I

IOSL 'PELL I I I I 1 1 1 1 1

10ERTIPIC IGRANT I I 1 1 1

IATION
/

I I I I I

I I 1

I I I

I

o

i I I I I I I I 1

INO DAL INO PELL INARGINAL I I I I I I I I

ICERT IONA..? I I 4120821 elflogI 847.971 757,31I(403074I
.... s

.1

I I

.1
I

I 1PELL INAROINAL o I I I I o I I

o oDNANT I
I "313311130.411 9036001 103.0711403.0111471.051 .I

I
* ,............1

IOSL CERT INO PELL INARGINAL I I I I I I I I

I IONA..? I
1

1120113311161.3111239.101 4OP,S4I1A04.11EI 0

I 1PELL 04401N4L 1 1 1 1 1 1

.203E601:

1 I

I 1 * . *

I MANI. I I E491001094,6911111.0/I S70.1012011.2,11403.341/4/50141
I

1011. I

* * * 1

ICITTPA/D I I I I I I i i

ICERTIPICO I I I I I I I I I

IATION I I I I I 1 I I I I

I I I I I I o I I

IND Dolo, 10411615A1. IND CANOPUS. I I I i I I I I

ICERT I ISM() 1 9412II .1 .1 .1 .11484411 0

(CONTINUED)

* These figures are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-81
ESTIMATED JOINT PRCGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4-YEAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS.
1985-86 (Continued)

RAI

UPC AND CONTROL 4 1,4 104:6611

1 ~SEA CPI MDR 1 CPS I $EGS I CB I PELL I GEL I
I

I
I

I IsTu0p04 141n440114t4464tivait4E114,4440114A44GEIAvEs4G11
I

!GU I IC0,0140 I I I I I I IICEPTIPIC 1

14TIGN
I

I I I
I I I I I

I I I I I I I I
I

I I I I I I I140 GSL INARDINAL INDS'. I 2372611060,67/ si 1064,6711316,241 .1ICE*1 I I

I
o I 'CPS I 442001 slI I I

I 40E0011474,W
I

t I 13EC0

: 23734!

o I I

: 138441 .1 1 PES,471 62E01711264,3E1 0
t

I 1 IhCIL 6 CPS I 173E010140211 11E6,241 01470,101170E071 01 i 1

I
I I INCSL 6 SECGI ISMI 431,611 0 600.0S11620.601S27.S4I 01 I I

I
i I 1013 S HOG 1 144161 ,I 44E46I 747,E2I17112,4111tEMES1

II I I

I
t t IMI3L,C44, I I I I I I I I
I I I3ECG I 2324711134,721 483.421 447.27130W1I1S32.771
i

a o 1
IGIIL CERT tP44G1NAL INC CAPPUI. I I

I 7104771
I I I I I I

1 1 18A3E0 ,I 0,001t244,6713604,311
I I

si

I

:40SL

1

i I
I 4130211242,141 sI 01642,1411343,1113341.331

I I I .0
I

1 t 1CP3 I 940011 0111E041 0111S.14I1E24,3612476011t I I

MCC 1
i I

I 2E1671 sl ,I 113,261 41326114$0,116121S7,121
I 1 1

1
I ; INDSL S 0111 I 445E71112E0711334.371 24600411413,3212631041
i 1 I . A I
i I 1103L 6 SEOGI 2S1146113a3801 01131.74I2aS,VII1233.28123440101
i I 1

4 o i
i

I ICNS I MG I 447041 01144.371 036.01311,6002i1;04,4116144,60
o I I

I
I 1

I I I I I I t
IN031.4111,

1

i I 13E00 I 71342110011,431114111,E01 1173,2013070,6311E2Sa1i2343081
1

t011 1
1 1 . 1 1 1 1 1 1 1IOERTIFIC.1 1 I I I I I t I I14f/ON o I I I I 1 1

1 1 1
1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I1NO GSL Im440IN4L 1444GINAL I I I I I I I IICERT I I I 23E64411044,061 434,E91 7040611644,6611471,031 siI s
11441. CENT 1NAROINAL 1NANOINAL I 104631011134.2411140,60 $42,E11144E,60t403,36121161,041

I

(CC4TINUED)

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.

E-112
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TABLE E-81
ESTIMATED JOINT PPOGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT 4 YEAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Continued)

gAg

TYRE AND CONTROL A YR pliviATE

1 MODER OP! ACK 1 Cos I SEOD 1 CE 1 ELL 1 GIL I

I 1 I

I ISTUDENTS lAvERAOCIAVERAGEIRVERAGE1AvERADEIARERACEIARCRAGEI
I I I

1 !PELL ICITTPAIO I 1 I 1 1 1 1 1

I 1DRANT I 1 I I I 1 i 1 i

I ...... o 1 I I 1 1 1 I

1'4116111AL 140 PELL IWO CAPRUS. 1 1

i

i o o I o 1

1ORANT 'RASED I 0157111 0 .1 I 0,001 ,130417,161
I I o I

I I INDSt.
I

1

o

1

I ...

lEop I o6MAI
I I

::::::::::
I

olIEREGOT:I AEUE1i1gS,AE1 AI

1iT71,661

I I IMO .1 oi AIAA.A,1 014,691

0,255107:
I I I

1 I i

1 *TIM
o I oasesAti

Oalmaill
. . .

PIM. g Cog 1 EREO1110641,7011246,851
i

1

i

I

I

o

o

o

i ...

INDSL g DEM 2/RASils/Toft
i

ICos A MO o mil31

.

I

.

.11232.3ol 809.9412042.241

.

, ....... .
,ItORE,TtI/ITI,OR1
I

I

,:loaaEI:441361,ii!

I

1 o I .
I i INDSL.EoRA

1
1 1 i i 1 o

1

1

t I I SASSSI 97/711070,171 '641640 021 2402641
1 I

:EECO J m 2,
i

I IPELL INO CANNA. I 1 i I I o i i

I [GRANT !RASED I 11E6I71 1 .1 1 o otssTAlsAAs,ASI
I I I

I i 140SL
I I

1 22.661110,31i .1 11167,311134301025040o1
1 1 1 . . . .
i i ICAS

1 321o41 1 10O.S

i

31 100611303.6112507,711
I I 1 i

1 I MCC 1 2E1401 .1 1 823.1101 82300113.,012431,01
1 1 1 I . I I . . . . I 1

1 1 INDSL I CsO I 30334111210M106.061 02,3407It30,32123.40121
i 1 1 . . . I I I I 1

1 1 INDSL g SEOPI 1172.11117011 1 0.0411,800311383041800.4o1
1 I 1 . . . . . 4 . 1

1 1 104 i SECO 1 340421 1100061 137,2411437.31111134,2,123110,331
1 i 1.0 . I

1 1 oNosLecies, o

1 MCC
i i I i i I 1

I
1 3,1301079,201177.781 O71,4041211001t317.101/37301111

I I 1

1 1PELL 1 I 1 I I 1 i 1 1

1 MART I i i 1 i I o 1 1

1 1 I o i i 1 1 i

INARGINAL INO PELL 14ARDINAL I I i i I 1 o 1

I isnAN?
1 oamoll

1

1

i

AMT6111040611187.,s1 1371,0611737.361
I I I I i

IPELL INARGINAL
I I i 1 1 I I

1 IoRANT I

I

I AlgA131t111,2711061.411 OSE06114170.2111435,141/AES,0,i

(CoNTINuE0)

* These figures are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-81
ESTIMATED JOINT PMDGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIMS AT 4-YEAR PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Continu(01)

GAO

TYPE AND CONTNOL A YR PR/VATC

NARGINAL

NARGINAL

ImARGINAL

MARGINAL

INUNSER DPI NOIL I CND I 8E06 I CO I PELL I OIL
I . * .

ISTUDENTS IAYERAGIOAYINAINIAVERAGIOAORAGIOAVERAOCIAVENAll
4 4 4 4 4

ICITYPAID I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I

INO COINS. I I I I I I I

1114310 I 4063661 .1 .1 of 11,00I1377,76I36116.33

I 4 * 4

INDSL I S0aSIIITRoi6I 1,76,811I13411111I666a.36

I 4 4 $solocoes4

ICW3 1 117767I 11076,311 otolosoisos.6111676.71
I . . 4 4

MCC I 3oEs31 0 743,671 766,87I1366.6618397.12
I 4 4

MIL 6 CAS I 1161511066.34I12011,47I 0a34.01.ols.,,slog.34,
1 . 4 . . 4

INDOL 6 6E061 41E6311177,6U 0 ....703.66,logiss6.6616666.60
I . 4 .

icms 6 3E06 I .4.351 1100,57f la3o311616.66$1636,3.133
I 4 .

IN061.4.11, 1 1 I I 1 I 1

ISM I ...4.1103.0ems6,17o 4.1011130.07111a7.14133.3,14
4 4 4

imaRGINAL 1 13016S6Itt0666IEE11,?9I 1168,3111013.6711433.168866406

* These figures are estimated from the

sample, not deri-fed from program data.

E-114

463



TABLE E-82
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86

SAS

TTOPg ANO CON7904 NNOPAIITAlly

1Aumg(e Dori AOM, 1 CAI 1 MO 1 OS *ILL 1 Sit
1 . . .
ISTUOINT0 1AVINAMA049AO21AVINAGUAvE9A021AMAA0uAlmAA62

001. MU, 1OATTNAIO 1 1 1 i i

CINTIFIO.I0AANT 1
1 1 1 1 i

ATION
1 I 1 1 1 I I I I

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

NO OIL 1NO ILL 131C4 1 3031 .1 .1 210,001 :10,001 .1 .CM 101ANT 1 e e e
1 MIL 0 SEM 308011130,00 .1 603.3011743071 .1
1 . e
1PELL 1NO CAMPOS. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

IONAN1 10A510 01201.331.1 .1 .1
1 1

1 7112711

I 10.051, 1 237011316,221 .1 1131942211413,3AI
I 1IOi 1 .1 .1 2111,101 8111,1011AA1.301 .
I 1

2061:

i INOIL 11 CAll 1 113011633.0012242,0g1 13071,0012100,001 .
1 1

1 MIL A $1001 A43111607,711 ,11101,6311710,4011390,121
o o

GIL CENT 100 PILL INO CAMPUS. I 1 1 1 1 1 1

104.NT leAlgo
1 3013731 .1 1 .1 .1 912603.23

i 1
A. o 40

I MIL I ,12100,110220011700,M .1 01741,251
1 . . . .

t 10100 1 2801 1 1 330,531 733,151 412300,00
1 1

6

I MIL 0 01001 171311224,731 .1 000.67110111,001 .13100400
1 e

1PELL 1010 CAMPUS. 1 1 1 1 1

,111369,47112437,9910AANT 111A110 1 1920321 .1 .1 .1
1 I

t

. . . .
N0111.1 1 21131 30,01 .1 .1 030.$411706,1712300.29

1 1

IC 1571,131 07,7012300,00i Ies 1 01974,131 0 11

....i 1

23121

1 13100
1 201601 0 .1 370.471 3701711331.0412AALII

1 I Omeow.o.
1 MIL 0 01001 00001 000,3111 l 301.0i112110111300.0111100.00
1 1

1 1010 I MO 1 6001 011100,101 1116,7312000.0211300.3011100.00
1 1

1

e
11001.4°0e

/

e
7

1 1 1 1 1 t

1 IMO 1 113413000,0013100,012000.0010300.012100.0010500.00
.

CONTINU00)

* These figures
are estimated from thc:

sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE E-82
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR

TITLE ry RECIPIENTS AT PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS.
1965-86 (Continued)

trios AND CONTROL PROPRZOTART

I

i

i

I

IGOL IRELL I

ICORTIFIC.IORANT
I

i.TECIN I I

1

840 est. 140 Pill 14414014.1.

KENT IGAtNT 1

1 I

IPELL INANGINAL
o IGNANT I

I .
toil CENT IMO PELL INADGINAL
I I0N4N7 i

1 ,, ...
illtu. INNAGiNNI.
IORANT I

.

101l I ICIT1,11./0

ICENTIP:i 1 1

IATION
1

I

I

140 GiL IN.mi/4.L. 140 CAPPLS,,
KENT I MUD
I I I.. .

1 1 14m.
I I I

I 1 istos
i I I

I INOOL I Cwi
1 1 I

1 I Mill I SEM
I

16$1, CENT 14.acI4.t, INC CANINO.
I I leAno
1 i I

i i WM.
$ I I

I I loss
I I I

1 1 moo
I I I

I I MU I $EM
1 I I

1 1 1C4i I $104
1 I I

I I Immecis,
I I 13S0

SRO

......
INUNRIR CPI NOM. I Cwo i MO I Eg I EU. I ell. 1

I . I

ISTUDINT$ IhygRaogIstilRAINIATCRARCIRVCRAINIavOIROCIAvtoselti,... I I

I I 1 I 1 I i

I I I

1 1 1 I 1 1 1
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1
I I I 1 I I 1

1 70N7.1 .1 .1 .1 01a11.331 .1
........ I

I a37811316.aal .1 .11316.am443,361 1

1

I 33641 .1 W081 3$Ntili14111.141
1

S I

I 11341163),Golamoso 03egootatoo.sol
1

1

14111141700i 0 117oolago-,3411316.1a1 I
... o S I

I I I I I I I I

I 036011 .1 .1 .1 11161671i1441331

I Imota63061 .1 .1t2630611716,17m08,801
S I

I ami 01174031 01171.131 1.7011m80101
I

1
amo .1 .1 408,111 408,1111331.14mataosi

1
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I

I 64411 01110001 7i6,7313606,1311141.101alooaol
I

1
I I I I I I I
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(CONTINUED)

E-116

* These figures
are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE 8-82
ESTIMATED JOINT PROGRAM BECEFITS FOR

/ITLE IV RECIPIENTS AT PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS,
1985-86 (Continued)

848

TYNE ARO CONTROL PRoPot/ETART

INuNSER CPI NOR. 1 CNS 1 SECO 1 Ce 1 PELL 1 GIL t
1 . . . 1WOWS

lAVERAGE1AvERAGEIAVERAGEIAvERAGEIAvERAGEIAvERAGEo
PGSL 1 1

a I a10ERTIPICelIMO
I

1 I i o

1
i 1 1le,
a i IING GSL 1NARGINAL INARGINAL o o 1ICIRT t 1

94601114117,21112242.001 aisiisa . .

1GSLCERT INARGINAL INARGINAL
1 . 50101311373.74120%331 gli1.241101.7011130.1612S3A041. .
1 !PELL 1OSTTPAIO a

1 a i1 IGRANT 1
a 1 1 11
a o i IINARGINA. IRO PELL 140 CARPUS. a 1 I aI 1GRANT !SAM I 3q11731 .1 1 .11

1 a , . . .a 1

tassoms.asa .1 .11T6O.2,1
INDiu

t I i . .a i

1 31721 1 1 703011o a

13EGG
1 .

1 I INOSL li 3E41 47731111G,311 0 WM11009.311t t ..re.
INO CARPI, 1

. .I 1PELL
I I

1o ORAN? telASIO a 2313061 .1 .1 1a t
t , .

o I IN0v I 5asallos9041 1 loslooma.toascoooot1
a I.. . 0

I a 1',N3 1 234p 1174031 .110*.I31I
1

o I IMO 1 242241 .1 S41,471o
1 i

NDi t a sL I CRS 1 1131111633.00122412,001 13879.1)012foo.coo1 1 1

1 1 1NOSL li SEOSI (144011414,671 0 qs3,43124tsoolt374.141as0000lI I a

01
o 1 13 I SEOG 1

1140,10 7160312.06.121194.0012S00,001I
I 1
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1

*
o I

a 1 1i
1 1SECG 1

11303000.0013200.0012000,00111100,0012100.0012S00,001o 4 ***** ,... .
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I 1 I 1a !GRANT i
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I 1 1 a1NARGINAL INO PELL 1RARGIN4L 1 I 1 ta IGRANT 1 1 311806113700W 1 1120011464.0s1o 1

P1 ,ELL INAPOINAL 1 a
1 i!MINT

telostatti15osia471.a.1 571,1111I5SOSIIRSO.121ERM,01

06.,.... *** 4 I
i a 1

I
I

1 a I

t a a

I a 1

2049.26113ort.o4o
1

I

. . . 1

1 I 1 a

1 ; 1 1

I 1 1 i

1 1 1 1

.1 .12c13,234
.

. . 1

703.711
. # 1

::::::::::
. . 1

1 1 1 1

111164.2212.27001
. . . 1

, * * a

40.74121100001
. . . 1

364,971113O,Itt5ssa,SSi
1

1

I

0 0 a

. I

1 1 1 1

i

I 1 1 1

1 1 o 1

1 I 1 i

1 1

,11E600.4a:
1

1 I I i

CCCNTINuE0)

* These figures
are estimated from the

sample, not derived from program data.



TASE4 17-82

iSTIHATED JOINT PROGRAM BENEFITS FOR
TITLE IV RECIPIENTS kT PROPRIETARY INSTITUTIONS.

1985-86 (Continued)

11A11

TYPE 1040 CO#410101. P*CIPPIETANT

ICIITYPAIO

1044410AL IMAGINAL. ONO CAMPUS.
111A$E0

INOU

1E14

ISEC6

INOSL
1

IC01 11 PUG

1110ft.00111,

I3EC6

IMARGINg. IMARGOAL, INARGINAL

IPUPPEN CPI heft I 019 I MI 1 CS 1 Pgli. 1 611. 1
I

. I

IpTuElEhT$ IAPEPWIAPENAUEIWPAGE1AvENP611APINACEIAPENAGEI
.

I
I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I 1 I

1 c126741 .1

1

0
1

0

.1

olta,S0011632,114112300,6°)

$.0
ota60.221a344031

I 756i11274.10

I

I 26621 g471031 16718131 617,7612300.001
o . o

I

I 314001 1 .1 355,161 310061$536,1112415,461
. . I

6 CPIs I 1136116330015242,001 0367S,0015100,001 1
.

I6 PEOGI 1326311334071 l ISI,031207,60ItS76061ES00.001
I

i Wste90.101 7$6,731.4,451114415900001! O 0 441
i

1 I 1 1 I I I i
I

it34130000013240.4012010.10MOIssolasooms23o0001
1

SqtateliatS,Seli071.241 SlookSiii,s,18114,602121134.441

* These figures are estimated from the
sample, not derived from program data.
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TABLE K-113

INELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS IV THE PELL,
CAMPUS-BASED, AND GSL PROGRAMS, 1985-86

111E5 NIKE PELL NEC IV KOS
uoic 1,

a PEAS TA MOAN
Inn 'atom 0141 ORR

yam NA 11111/311

vault
111 CUM
eV SCAM

wok
ACILIAL AND PLANNED PELL cuseunsoloasPELL 294176 97G .111113M 545.71117492 114.1113411 211111.11114664 1.11141151144 144

1SEL14111LES Zr 1411 561655374 0 0612446 11.1111311111 1.11661111 4.44114413 41.431

!NE LIGIBLE CO RECIPIENTS
LA BEL

PLAN STANDARD RINIRUT1 PAVI NUN 310 mon SUPDEVI AT ION VALUE VALUE If PEAR
CAFPUSB6SED 410 AWARDED 11204 123 4.2S 4421 575.5417137 4 760 .6S5 006 I. 9111931143 1 35592314Ic-N !NEL! GIBLES 12743 0 715164 0 .2530144 I .6GOOES 6011214211 11,241/4

VARIABLE LABEL

1111_CE Of
Mt. A4

INEL !STOLL 413L NEC IP IENTS

MEAN STANDAR() BINI NUN TUISINUR II TO ERRCIIECU! ATION VALUE (Rug OF NEAR

6SL Mt:BIBLES
ANOUST CF GIL CERT If IEO BY INSTITUT ION 341111254 2 27711 61141 3 120.4160U

.46247111 21/111.61111 1.111141111511 15523161.24292/ 1.116555 5.561111 119521

E -119
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TABLE E-84
BEST INVBSTMENT VALUE BY APPLICATION

INVESTMENT VALUE IN THE PELL, CAMPUS-BASZD, AND
GSL PROGRAMS, 1985-85

INVESTMENT VALUES FOR PELL RECIPIENTS

TABLE OF INVV 8V CINVV..V

INVV BCST PELL INVESTMENT VALUE C.,./4VV.,V INVESTMENT VALUE

FREQUENCY%
PERCENT %

ROY PC T
COL PCT % A %NONE %) 1: % TOTAL

% 1694 % 3537 % 2210 %

% X
X %

% %

NONE % 5'68 % 51774 % 57774
Xi 41.49 % 0.00 % 41.49
X 103.C2

* 86.28 % 0.00 %

*.
> C 0 % 9185 % 72219 % 81454

% 6.60 % 11.91 % 58.51
% 11.28 88.12 %

% 13.72 % 1C 0.0. %e
TOT AL 66960 72219 139238

48.09 51.91 10000

E -120
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BEST INVESTMENT VALUE BY APPLICATION
INVESTMENT VALUE IN TBE PELL, CAMPUSBASED, AND

GSL PROGRAMS, 1985-86 (CONTINUED)

INVESTMENT VALUES FOR PELL RECIPIENTS

TABLE OF /NVV 87 C....INVV_V

INVV

FREQUENCY%

BEST PELL INVESTMENT VALUE C_INVV...V INVESTMENT VALUE

PERCENT %
ROM PCT %
COL PCT % A %NONE 1> C % TOTAL

..... 000 ,....

. %

%

%
%

1894 1,

1,

1,

1,

3537
.

1,

1,

1,

1,

2210 1,

1,

1,

1,

...... *
NONE et

%

%

4. .
5068 % 57774

% 41.49
4, loo.00

...

%

%

4,

0 %
0.09 4,

0.0: 4,

57774
41.49

% 4, 86.28 % 0.00 %
... ........ oo

> C % o % 9185 % 72279 % 81464
% % 6.60 % 51.91 % 58.51
% % 1/.28 % 88.72 %
% % 13.72 % 100.0. %

.6. mo
TOTAL 66960 72279 139238

48.09 51.91 100.00

INVLSTMENT VALUES FOR CB RECIPIENTS

TABLE OF INVILC BY A_IAVV....A

INVV.0 BEST CB INVESTMENT VALUE A*INVV_A INVESTMENT VALUE APPL

FREQU(NCY%
PERCENT %
ROW PCI %
COL PCT %NONE %) 1 % TOTAL

sosoom......o........o.0000000........

NONE

TOTAL

i

% 47394 %
% 36.66 %
4, totot 4,
% 82.54 %

% 126 %
% 8.18 %
% 13.33 %
% 17.46 %

.....

5742'
46.84

r
0.00
O.0 0
0.t.

65177
53.16
04.6/

It.o.Pc

% 47394
% 38.(6
%

%

% 75203
% 61.34
%

%

65177 122597
53.16 110.

E -121
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E-15
BEST HOME VALUE BY MULTIPLIER HOME VALUE

IN THE PELL AND CAMPUS-BASED PROGRAMS, 1985-86

WPFLAO

WET VALUE

PELL: REPORTED VS. BEST
MMMMM

% REMIT % ONEa.1 so.
% MEAN % IMMO( %

MMMMM ............'

SOONER % 111475.76% 31.57%
...a. MMMMMMMMM ............ ..... .... %

%VITHIN IMO % 0.01% 54.65%
V......... ....... ... ......... .........0........ ..... %
8.3 V LUE LOIATA % 5204.44% /014%. .........

PELL: BEST VS. MULTIPLIER
......... .....

% NULTOEST % ONE

% MEAN % PCIOUN %

/0.74%

2.02%

... ..... ...Now a.m. ow ape a.

%AULTFLAG

%VEST VALUE NIGHER % 1716O.75%
.....

%WHIN $5A

%BEST VALUE L.:Adcrt 14117.45% 27.23%
......... ............... ..... .....

CB: REPORTED VS. BEST..........
EPIES7 % ONE

MEAN % PCTSUP

WPFLAG % %
% ........................%

%
%BEST VALUE NIGHER % 1,..., 03%
% ow .. ... ..... ...............

%4ITHIN $50 %
% .
%VEST VALUE LOVER %

0.00% 4705%

25513.74% 10.34%

CB: BEST VS. MULTIPLIER

%AULTFLAO

%OM VALUE
......

UoITHIN $50

%REST VALUE......

% NULTOES7 % NNE
......

% MEAN % PCTOUP %.....

......
litarIER 2 3014.59% 65.44%.. mom.. ..... arm -41..ana.a. Oft%

0.00% 1061%

LOVER % 157E6.42%.. 37.34%

E-122
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